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House of Representatives
The House met at 9 a.m.
The Chaplain, Rev. James David

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

As we experience the diversity of peo-
ple all about us with culture and phi-
losophies and backgrounds represent-
ing every view, enable us to remember
that each one of us has been created by
You, O God, with a solidarity that
transcends all our differences and all
our disputes. As we represent our own
aspirations and wishes, help us to un-
derstand other views and other people
with the respect and consideration and
esteem that we ought to have with all
members of the human family. As we
have one Creator and all share Your
wonderful world, so may our thoughts
and actions reflect the good will and
respect that is Your gift to us. In Your
name we pray. Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to clause 1, rule I, I
demand a vote on agreeing to the
Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Chair’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I object to the vote on the
ground that a quorum is not present
and make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 5,
rule I, further proceedings on this ques-
tion will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman

from Illinois [Mr. DAVIS] come forward
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois led the Pledge
of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-

tain 1-minutes after legislative busi-
ness.
f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 94,
CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS,
FISCAL YEAR 1998
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Appropriations be discharged
from further consideration of House
Joint Resolution 94 when called up; and
that it be in order any time on Mon-
day, September 29, 1997, or any day
thereafter, to consider the joint resolu-
tion in the House; that the joint reso-
lution be considered as read for amend-
ment; that the joint resolution be de-
batable for not to exceed 1 hour, to be
equally divided and controlled by my-
self and the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY]; and that the previous ques-
tion be considered as ordered on the
joint resolution to final passage with-
out intervening motion, except one mo-
tion to recommit, with or without in-
structions.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
reserving the right to object, I would
like to ask the distinguished chairman
whether or not in this provision is a
provision entitled 245(i), dealing with
immigration?

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I yield to the
gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I
would be happy to advise the gen-
tleman there are several extensions of
existing authorized law that are expir-
ing, among them an extension of sec-
tion 245(i) of the Immigration and Nat-
uralization Act.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
would yield to my friend, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON],
and ask him whether there have been
Members of this body who object to
that and raise objections to that par-
ticular provision?

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I will
just say to the gentleman that my of-
fice has been deluged with calls over
this matter. I personally am very much
concerned with it. In my district alone,
we have I do not know how many cases
where people are able to pay $1,000 and
extend their stay in this country,
where other people coming from Italy
or Ireland or other places do not have
the $1,000 and they are not allowed to.

There is something wrong with this. I
just am concerned about it being in
this legislation. I do not know how this
shows up in a CR. We were told this
would be a clean CR with no riders. I
am concerned about it on behalf of
about 55 Members that called in.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
reclaiming my time, this particular
provision was only voted on in the
House of Representatives once, and
when it was voted on it was rejected
with a substantial margin.

Instead, this was snuck into law
based on agreements made behind
closed doors in conference meetings, et
cetera, that it would be a temporary
measure, and that this would be the



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7916 September 26, 1997
time when it would sunset. Now here
we see another attempt to sneak
through a major immigration loophole,
which would permit tens of thousands,
no, not tens of thousands, not even
hundreds of thousands, perhaps mil-
lions of people, to stay in this country
illegally.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman would yield further, let
me simply attempt to clarify the
record.

This authorization was included in
the supplemental appropriations bill in
the spring with the full knowledge of
the Members of the House in order to
avoid precipitous action and avoid im-
mediate deportation of, as the gen-
tleman has said, tens of thousands, per-
haps even hundreds of thousands of
people.

These are people who have been in
the United States for a number of
years, been here legally, presumably
most of them working and paying taxes
to the Treasury of the United States,
and, by virtue of the expiration of pre-
vious law and change of law, were fac-
ing immediate deportation.

There has been an attempt by a num-
ber of proponents to give them an op-
portunity to either change the law or
make their case that they should not
be deported. All this provision does is
extend that provision for about three
weeks, so that we can determine
whether or not it should be included in
the long-term solution.

If the gentleman objects to this pro-
vision, it means in effect that exten-
sion will not go into effect for 3 weeks,
and tens of thousands of people will
face immediate deportation. It would
seem that such an objection would be
precipitous and unwarranted, and
would cause undue hardship for a lot of
innocent people. I urge the gentleman
not to object.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
reclaiming my time, I was notified that
this is not a 3 week extension. First of
all, I was notified this was not going to
be in the bill; it was going to be a clean
CR and this was not going to be there.
I was informed 5 minutes ago as I was
on the road here that it was in the bill.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. If the gentleman
will yield further, just to clarify the
record, so the gentleman understands,
the gentleman and I have had discus-
sions about this last night, and I have
to say, I did not know too much about
this either.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. It was not the
gentleman who misinformed me.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I
certainly thank the gentleman, be-
cause, if he will yield further, I do not
intend to mislead him, but I want to
make sure he fully understands the
provision before us.

In the joint resolution, House Joint
Resolution 94, section 123 reads specifi-
cally, ‘‘Section 506(c) of Public Law
103–317 is amended by striking Septem-
ber 30, 1997, and inserting October 23,
1997.’’ In effect, we are talking about a
three-week extension, not any exten-
sion beyond that.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. What would
then happen?

Mr. LIVINGSTON. It means nothing
happens. We have another 3 weeks. Ex-
isting law is extended for the purposes
of this continuing resolution so that
we can resolve the business of the Con-
gress and adjourn at a reasonable time
this year.

If in fact the gentleman’s objection is
heard and this provision is struck, it
means we do not have those 3 weeks to
make this determination, and that im-
mediately the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service has to go about the
business of deporting tens of thousands
of people for a short period of time.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. If I could be as-
sured there would be a vote, an up or
down vote on this particular issue on
the floor, rather than having this in-
cluded in a larger piece of legislation
in which the Members of this body
would not be able to express their will
on this particular issue, if I could be
assured that there will be an up or
down vote, I would withdraw my objec-
tion.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. If the gentleman
will yield further, I would simply say
we are attempting to accommodate the
authorizing committees that have di-
rect jurisdiction over this particular
law. This is not a provision that the
Committee on Appropriations normally
deals with. So I would not be able to
give the gentleman assurances to that
effect. But I am sure that under the
proper circumstances, if we can have
that opportunity to debate that issue
in the next 3 weeks, it would be far
more prudent to have that debate that
the gentleman has requested than to
entertain an objection at this time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, let me simply reiterate
what the chairman of the committee
has said. This is an effort to simply ex-
tend this, along with a number of other
provisions in the law, for 3 weeks, the
same as all of the other items in the
CR, so that there is more opportunity
to deal with the issue.

The real live consequences for people
if this is not done is that persons have
to leave the country and they cannot
return for 2 years. That would create
an unacceptable disruption of human
beings’ lives if in fact the Congress
were to decide in 3 weeks that they
were entitled to stay here.

We are not prejudging the outcome of
this. The committee is simply extend-
ing it for 3 weeks so that a proper reso-
lution can be reached.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
reclaiming my time, let me accept the
idea that people want a proper solution
to this. The proper solution was to not
sneak this into law in the first place.
The proper solution was to have an up
or down vote on the floor on this issue.

We are not talking about just indi-
vidual people’s lives, we are talking

about people who came here and are
here illegally in the United States of
America. Most of these people were
people whose visa had certain restric-
tions on it, and they decided just to
flaunt the law and stay here illegally
anyway, which gives everybody who
gets a visa to come to the United
States an incentive to just violate
their visa agreement to come into the
United States. So these are not just or-
dinary citizens.

However, and I would address this to
the Chair, if the Chair can guarantee
me there will be an up or down vote on
this issue in the next 3 weeks, I will be
very happy to withdraw my objection.
But if the Chair, who happens to be the
Speaker of the House, and we are very
happy to have the Speaker with us
today, cannot guarantee me that, I do
not understand why I should withdraw
my objection.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further on that
point, I do not want to speak for the
Speaker because he certainly speaks
for himself, but we have a Committee
on Rules in this House, and I can just
tell the gentleman that this conten-
tious matter will not come to the floor
without a rule that would allow a vote
on it. Since this is only a 3-week exten-
sion, I guess I would recommend to the
gentleman, and I have some strong
feelings, as he knows, about it, that he
not object, and then we will speak to
the Committee on the Judiciary and we
will make sure it goes through regular
process. I think that would give the
gentleman his guarantee.

b 0915
Mr. ROHRABACHER. I would ask the

Chair whether or not this Member has
a commitment that there will be an up
or down vote on this issue.

The SPEAKER. The Chair would not
comment from the chair on that kind
of question. There are procedures of
the House that the gentleman has been
advised of by the Committee on Rules
chairman, steps that could be taken by
the Committee on Rules. The gen-
tleman has rights he can exercise as a
Member, but the Chair does not engage
in that kind of dialogue.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. All right. Let
me note this. I do have a commitment
from the chairman of the Committee
on Rules that we will have an up or
down vote on this issue.

Let me remind my fellow Members,
the reason why there is a problem right
at this time and these people’s lives
face disruption is only because this
body was prevented from having an up
or down vote on the issue.

I am not up here to try to prevent
the democratic process from working; I
want the democratic process to have a
chance to work. We have a right, and
our constituents have a right, to have
a vote on the floor on issues of this
magnitude. We are talking about
400,000 people who already stayed, they
overstayed their visas, or they snuck
into this country, so they are here ille-
gally, and they have applied under this
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program. I was told when the one de-
bate that we won on the floor, the one
vote that there was on this was lost by
the other side, that there would only
be several thousand, maybe 10,000 peo-
ple applying. It is a major loophole.
Now, if this body wants to do that, I
have no objection. Well, I would object,
I would vote against it, but that is fine.

I am only asking that we put our-
selves on the record for our constitu-
ents on this particular issue. That is
what democracy is all about, and I
have some friends here, the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. DIAZ-BALART] who is
totally on the other side on this, who I
understand feels very strongly. I just
think we should all be on the record in
saying that, and with this agreement
by the chairman of the Committee on
Rules that there will be an up-or-down
vote on this within the next 3 weeks.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would yield, the gentleman
cannot be guaranteed a vote up or
down in the next 3 weeks on it. This is
a 3-week extension. If nothing is done,
it expires, and the gentleman has won
his case. I simply said to the gen-
tleman that if this is going to come be-
fore the floor, we would see to it in the
Committee on Rules that there would
be a vote on it, if there is going to be
a further extension of permanent law.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
will accept that assurance, and I hope
everybody understands that we came
to this point where people’s lives might
be disrupted because the democratic
process was ignored in the past, and
this thing was put into law without a
vote on the floor.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
McDevitt, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed a bill and a
concurrent resolution of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 1211. An act to provide permanent au-
thority for the administration of au pair pro-
grams.

S. Con. Res. 11. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the 25th anniversary of the estab-
lishment of the first nutrition program for
the elderly under the Older Americans Act of
1965.

f

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2203,
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1998

Mr. LIVINGSTON submitted the fol-
lowing conference report and state-
ment on the bill (H.R. 2203) making ap-
propriations for energy and water de-
velopment for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1998, and for other pur-
poses:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 105–271)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2203) ‘‘making appropriations for energy and
water development for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1998, and for other purposes’’,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do rec-
ommend to their respective Houses as fol-
lows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as
follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment, insert:

That the following sums are appropriated, out
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1998, for energy and water development, and
for other purposes, namely:

TITLE I

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

The following appropriations shall be ex-
pended under the direction of the Secretary of
the Army and the supervision of the Chief of
Engineers for authorized civil functions of the
Department of the Army pertaining to rivers
and harbors, flood control, beach erosion, and
related purposes.

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

For expenses necessary for the collection and
study of basic information pertaining to river
and harbor, flood control, shore protection, and
related projects, restudy of authorized projects,
miscellaneous investigations, and, when author-
ized by laws, surveys and detailed studies and
plans and specifications of projects prior to con-
struction, $156,804,000, to remain available until
expended, of which funds are provided for the
following projects in the amounts specified:

Delaware Bay Coastline, Delaware and New
Jersey, $456,000;

Tampa Harbor, Alafia Channel, Florida,
$270,000;

Laulaulei, Hawaii, $200,000;
Barnegat Inlet to Little Egg Harbor Inlet, New

Jersey, $400,000;
Brigantine Inlet to Great Egg Harbor Inlet,

New Jersey, $472,000;
Great Egg Harbor Inlet to Townsends Inlet,

New Jersey, $400,000;
Lower Cape May Meadows—Cape May Point,

New Jersey, $154,000;
Manasquan Inlet to Barnegat Inlet, New Jer-

sey, $400,000;
Raritan Bay to Sandy Hook Bay (Cliffwood

Beach), New Jersey, $300,000;
Townsends Inlet to Cape May Inlet, New Jer-

sey, $500,000; and
Monongahela River, Fairmont, West Virginia,

$350,000:

Provided, That the Secretary of the Army, act-
ing through the Chief of Engineers, is directed
to use $600,000 of the funds appropriated in
Public Law 102–377 for the Red River Waterway,
Shreveport, Louisiana, to Daingerfield, Texas,
project for the feasibility phase of the Red River
Navigation, Southwest Arkansas, study: Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, is di-
rected to use $470,000 of the funds appropriated
herein to initiate the feasibility phase for the
Metropolitan Louisville, Southwest, Kentucky,
study: Provided further, That the Secretary of
the Army is directed to use $500,000 of the funds
appropriated herein to implement section
211(f)(7) of Public Law 104–303 (110 Stat. 3684)
and to reimburse the non-Federal sponsor a por-
tion of the Federal share of project costs for the
Hunting Bayou element of the project for flood
control, Buffalo Bayou and tributaries, Texas:

Provided further, That the Secretary of the
Army is directed to use $150,000 of the funds ap-
propriated herein to implement section 211(f)(8)
of Public Law 104–303 (110 Stat. 3684) and to re-
imburse the non-Federal sponsor a portion of
the Federal share of project costs for the project
for flood control, White Oak Bayou watershed,
Texas.

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

For the prosecution of river and harbor, flood
control, shore protection, and related projects
authorized by laws; and detailed studies, and
plans and specifications, of projects (including
those for development with participation or
under consideration for participation by States,
local governments, or private groups) authorized
or made eligible for selection by law (but such
studies shall not constitute a commitment of the
Government to construction), $1,473,373,000, to
remain available until expended, of which such
sums as are necessary pursuant to Public Law
99–662 shall be derived from the Inland Water-
ways Trust Fund, for one-half of the costs of
construction and rehabilitation of inland water-
ways projects, including rehabilitation costs for
the Lock and Dam 25, Mississippi River, Illinois
and Missouri; Lock and Dam 14, Mississippi
River, Iowa; Lock and Dam 24, Mississippi
River, Illinois and Missouri; and Lock and Dam
3, Mississippi River, Minnesota, projects, and of
which funds are provided for the following
projects in the amounts specified:

Arkansas River, Tucker Creek, Arkansas,
$300,000;

Norco Bluffs, California, $1,000,000;
San Timoteo Creek (Santa Ana River

Mainstem), California, $5,000,000;
Panama City Beaches, Florida, $5,000,000;
Tybee Island, Georgia, $2,000,000;
Indianapolis Central Waterfront, Indiana,

$5,000,000;
Indiana Shoreline Erosion, Indiana,

$3,000,000;
Lake George, Hobart, Indiana, $3,500,000;
Ohio River Flood Protection, Indiana,

$1,300,000;
Harlan, Williamsburg, and Middlesboro, Ken-

tucky, elements of the Levisa and Tug Forks of
the Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland
River, $26,390,000;

Martin County, Kentucky, element of the
Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy River
and Upper Cumberland River, $5,000,000;

Pike County, Kentucky, element of the Levisa
and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy River and
Upper Cumberland River, $5,300,000;

Town of Martin (Levisa and Tug Forks of the
Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland River),
Kentucky, $700,000;

Salyersville, Kentucky, $2,050,000;
Southern and Eastern Kentucky, Kentucky,

$3,000,000;
Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity (Hurricane

Protection), Louisiana, $22,920,000;
Lake Pontchartrain (Jefferson Parish)

Stormwater Discharge, Louisiana, $3,000,000;
Jackson County, Mississippi, $3,000,000;
Natchez Bluff, Mississippi, $4,000,000;
Pearl River, Mississippi (Walkiah Bluff),

$2,000,000;
Joseph G. Minish Passaic River Park, New

Jersey, $3,000,000;
Hudson River, Athens, New York, $8,700,000;

Lackawanna River, Olyphant, Pennsylvania,
$1400,000;
Lackawanna River, Scranton, Pennsylvania,

$5,425,000;
Lycoming County, Pennsylvania, $339,000;
South Central Pennsylvania Environment Im-

provement Program, $30,000,000, of which
$10,000,000 shall be available only for water-re-
lated environmental infrastructure and resource
protection and development projects in Lacka-
wanna, Lycoming, Susquenhanna, Wyoming,
Pike, and Monroe counties in Pennsylvania in
accordance with the purposes of subsection (a)
and requirements of subsection (b) through (e)
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of section 313 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1992, as amended;
Wallisville Lake, Texas, $9,200,000;
Virginia Beach, Virginia (Reimbursement),

$925,000;
Virginia Beach, Virginia (Hurricane Protec-

tion), $13,000,000;
West Virginia and Pennsylvania Flood Con-

trol, West Virginia and Pennsylvania,
$3,000,000;
Hatfield Bottom (Levisa and Tug Forks of the

Big Sand River and Upper Cumberland River),
West Virginia, $1,000,000;
Lower Mingo (Kermit) (Levisa and Tug Forks

of the Big Sand River and Upper Cumberland
River), West Virginia, $6,300,000;
Lower Mingo, West Virginia, Tributaries Sup-

plement, $150,000;
Upper Mingo County (Levisa and Tug Forks of

the Big Sand River and Upper Cumberland
River), West Virginia, $3,000,000;
Levisa Basin Flood Warning System (Levisa

and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy River and
Upper Cumberland River), Kentucky and Vir-
ginia, $400,000;
Tug Fork Basin Flood Warning System (Levisa

and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy River and
Upper Cumberland River), West Virginia,
$400,000; and

Wayne County (Levisa and Tug Forks of the
Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland River),
West Virginia, $1,200,000:

Provided, That the Secretary of the Army, act-
ing through the Chief of Engineers, is directed
to proceed with design and construction of the
Southeast Louisiana, Louisiana, project and to
award continuing contracts, which are not to be
considered fully funded, beginning in fiscal year
1998 consistent with the limit of the authorized
appropriation ceiling: Provided further, That
the Secretary of the Army acting through the
Chief of Engineers, is directed to use $225,000 of
funds provided herein to construct necessary re-
pairs to the flume and conduit for flood control
at the Hagerman’s Run, Williamsport, Penn-
sylvania, flood control project: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary of the Army is directed
to incorporate the economic analyses for the
Green Ridge and Plot sections of the Lacka-
wanna River, Scranton, Pennsylvania, project
with the economic analysis for the Albright
Street section of the project, and to cost-share
and implement these combined sections as a sin-
gle project with no separable elements, except
that each section may be undertaken individ-
ually when the non-Federal sponsor provides
the applicable local cooperation requirements:
Provided further, That section 114 of Public
Law 101–101, the Energy and Water Develop-
ment Appropriations Act, 1990, is amended by
striking ‘‘total cost of $19,600,000’’ and inserting
in lieu thereof, ‘‘total cost of $40,000,000’’: Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, is au-
thorized and directed to combine the Wilmington
Harbor—Northeast Cape Fear River, North
Carolina, project authorized in section 202(a) of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986,
the Wilmington Harbor, Channel Widening,
North Carolina, project authorized in section
101(a)(23) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996, and the Cape Fear—Northeast
(Cape Fear) Rivers, North Carolina, project au-
thorized in section 101(a)(22) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 into a single
project with one Project Cooperation Agreement
based on cost sharing as a single project: Pro-
vided further, That The Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, is di-
rected to use $20,000,000 of the funds appro-
priated herein to initiate construction of the
Houston-Galveston Navigation Channels, Texas,
project and execute a Project Cooperation
Agreement for the entire project authorized in
the Water Resources Development Act of 1996,
Public Law 104–303: Provided further, That the
Secretary of the Army acting through the Chief

of Engineers, may use up to $5,000,000 of the
funding appropriated herein to initiate con-
struction of an emergency outlet from Devils
Lake, North Dakota, to the Sheyenne river, and
that this amount is designated by Congress as
an emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C.
901(b)(2)(D)(i)); except that funds shall not be-
come available unless the Secretary of the Army
determines that an emergency (as defined in sec-
tion 102 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief
and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5122))
exists with respect to the emergency need for the
outlet and reports to Congress that the con-
struction is technically sound, economically jus-
tified, and environmentally acceptable and in
compliance with the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.): Pro-
vided further, That the economic justification
for the emergency outlet shall be prepared in ac-
cordance with the principles and guidelines for
economic evaluation as required by regulations
and procedures of the Army Corps of Engineers
for all flood control projects, and that the eco-
nomic justification be fully described, including
the analysis of the benefits and costs, in the
project plan documents: Provided further, That
the plans for the emergency outlet shall be re-
viewed and, to be effective, shall contain assur-
ances provided by the Secretary of State, after
consultation with the International Joint Com-
mission, that the project will not violate the re-
quirements or intent of the Treaty Between the
United States and Great Britain Relating to
Boundary Waters Between the United States
and Canada, signed at Washington January 11,
1909 (36 Stat. 2448; TS 548) (commonly known as
the ‘‘Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909’’): Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary of the Army
shall submit the final plans and other docu-
ments for the emergency outlet to Congress: Pro-
vided further, That no funds made available
under this Act or any other Act for any fiscal
year may be used by the Secretary of the Army
to carry out the portion of the feasibility study
of the Devils Lake Basin, North Dakota, au-
thorized under the Energy and Water Develop-
ment Appropriations Act, 1993 (Public Law 102–
377), that addresses the needs of the area for
stabilized lake levels through inlet controls, or
to otherwise study any facility or carry out any
activity that would permit the transfer of water
from the Missouri River Basin into Devils Lake:
Provided further, That the entire amount of
$5,000,000 shall be available only to the extent
an official budget request, that includes the des-
ignation of the entire amount of the request as
an emergency requirement as defined by the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con-
trol Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by
the President to the Congress: Provided further,
That the Secretary of the Army is directed to
use $2,000,000 of the funds appropriated herein
to implement section 211(f)(6) of Public Law 104–
303 (110 Stat. 3683) and to reimburse the non-
Federal sponsor a portion of the Federal share
of project construction costs for the flood con-
trol components comprising the Brays Bayou
element of the project for flood control, Buffalo
Bayou and tributaries, Texas.
FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBU-

TARIES, ARKANSAS, ILLINOIS, KENTUCKY, LOU-
ISIANA, MISSISSIPPI, MISSOURI, AND TENNESSEE

For expenses necessary for prosecuting work
of flood control, and rescue work, repair, res-
toration, or maintenance of flood control
projects threatened or destroyed by flood, as au-
thorized by law (33 U.S.C. 702a, 702g–1),
$296,212,000, to remain available until expended:
Provided, That notwithstanding the funding
limitations set forth in Public Law 104–6 (109
Stat. 85), the Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, is authorized
and directed to use additional funds appro-
priated herein or previously appropriated to
complete remedial measures to prevent slope in-

stability at Hickman Bluff, Kentucky: Provided
further, That, using funds appropriated in this
Act, the Secretary of the Army may construct
the Ten and Fifteen Mile Bayou channel en-
largement as an integral part of the work ac-
complished on the St. Francis Basin, Arkansas
and Missouri Project, authorized by the Flood
Control Act of 1950: Provided further, That the
Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, is directed to use up to $4,000,000,
including the $1,900,000 appropriated herein, to
dredge Sardis Lake, Mississippi, at 100 percent
Federal cost, so that the City of Sardis, Mis-
sissippi, may proceed with its development of
the valuable resources of Sardis Lake in Mis-
sissippi, consistent with language provided in
House Report 104–679, accompanying the Fiscal
Year 1997 Energy and Water Development Ap-
propriations Act (Public Law 104–206): Provided
further, That within available funds, the Sec-
retary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is directed to conduct, at 100 percent
Federal cost, the necessary Environmental As-
sessment and Impact Studies for the initial com-
ponents of Sardis Lake development as provided
in the Sardis Lake Recreation and Tourism
Master Plan, Phase II.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

For expenses necessary for the preservation,
operation, maintenance, and care of existing
river and harbor, flood control, and related
works, including such sums as may be necessary
for the maintenance of harbor channels pro-
vided by a State, municipality or other public
agency, outside of harbor lines, and serving es-
sential needs of general commerce and naviga-
tion; surveys and charting of northern and
northwestern lakes and connecting waters;
clearing and straightening channels; and re-
moval of obstructions to navigation,
$1,740,025,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which such sums as become available
in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, pursu-
ant to Public Law 99–662, may be derived from
that Fund, and of which such sums as become
available from the special account established
by the Land and Water Conservation Act of
1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 460l), may be de-
rived from that Fund for construction, oper-
ation, and maintenance of outdoor recreation
facilities, and of which funds are provided for
the following projects in the amounts specified:

Anclote River, Florida, $1,500,000;
Beverly Shores, Indiana, $1,700,000;
Boston Harbor, Massachusetts, $16,500,000;
Flint River, Michigan, $875,000; and
Raystown Lake, Pennsylvania, $4,690,000:

Provided, That the Secretary of the Army, act-
ing through the Chief of Engineers, is directed
to use funds appropriated in Public Law 104–206
to reimburse the local sponsor of the Fort Myers
Beach, Florida, project for the maintenance
dredging performed by the local sponsor to open
the authorized channel to navigation in fiscal
year 1996: Provided further, That no funds,
whether appropriated, contributed, or otherwise
provided, shall be available to the United States
Army Corps of Engineers for the purpose of ac-
quiring land in Jasper County, South Carolina,
in connection with the Savannah Harbor navi-
gation project: Provided, further, That the Sec-
retary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized and directed to dredge
a navigational channel in the Chena River at
Fairbanks, Alaska, from its confluence with the
Tanana River upstream to the University Road
Bridge that will allow the safe passage during
normal water levels of vessels up to 350 feet in
length, 60 feet in width, and drafting up to 3
feet: Provided further, That using $6,000,000 of
funds appropriated herein, the Secretary of the
Army is directed to extend the navigation chan-
nel on the Allegheny River, Pennsylvania,
project to provide passenger boat access to the
Kittanning, Pennsylvania, Riverfront Park:
Provided further, That the Secretary of the
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, is
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directed to use $2,500,000 of the funds provided
herein to implement measures upstream of Lake
Cumberland, Kentucky, to intercept and dispose
of solid waste.

REGULATORY PROGRAM

For expenses necessary for administration of
laws pertaining to regulation of navigable wa-
ters and wetlands, $106,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

FLOOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES

For expenses necessary for emergency flood
control, hurricane, and shore protection activi-
ties, as authorized by section 5 of the Flood
Control Act approved August 18, 1941, as
amended, $4,000,000, to remain available until
expended.

FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION
PROGRAM

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses necessary to administer and exe-
cute the Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action
Program to clean up contaminated sites
throughout the United States where work was
performed as part of the Nation’s early atomic
energy program, $140,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That the unex-
pended balances of prior appropriations pro-
vided for these activities in this Act or any pre-
vious Energy and Water Development Appro-
priations Act may be transferred to and merged
with this appropriation account, and thereafter,
may be accounted for as one fund for the same
time period as originally enacted.

GENERAL EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for general adminis-
tration and related functions in the Office of
the Chief of Engineers and offices of the Divi-
sion Engineers, activities of the Coastal Engi-
neering Research Board, the Humphreys Engi-
neer Center Support Activity, the Engineering
Strategic Studies Center, the Water Resources
Support Center, and the USACE Finance Cen-
ter, and for costs of implementing the Secretary
of the Army’s plan to reduce the number of divi-
sion offices as directed in title I, Public Law
104–206, $148,000,000, to remain available until
expended: Provided, That no part of any other
appropriation provided in title I, of this Act
shall be available to fund the activities of the
Office of the Chief of Engineers or the executive
direction and management activities of the divi-
sion offices.

REVOLVING FUND

Amounts in the Revolving Fund may be used
to construct a 17,000 square foot addition to the
United States Army Corps of Engineers Alaska
District main office building on Elmendorf Air
Force Base. The Revolving Fund shall be reim-
bursed for such funding from the benefiting ap-
propriations by collection each year of user fees
sufficient to repay the capitalized cost of the
asset and to operate and maintain the asset.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

Appropriations in this title shall be available
for official reception and representation ex-
penses (not to exceed $5,000); and during the
current fiscal year the revolving fund, Corps of
Engineers, shall be available for purchase (not
to exceed 100 for replacement only) and hire of
passenger motor vehicles.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

SEC. 101. In fiscal year 1998, the Secretary of
the Army is authorized and directed to provide
planning, design and construction assistance to
non-Federal interests in carrying out water re-
lated environmental infrastructure and environ-
mental resources development projects in Alas-
ka, including assistance for wastewater treat-
ment and related facilities; water supply, stor-
age, treatment and distribution facilities; and
development, restoration or improvement of wet-
lands and other aquatic areas for the purpose of
protection and development of surface water re-
sources: Provided, That the non-Federal interest

shall enter into a binding agreement with the
Secretary wherein the non-Federal interest will
provide all lands, easements, rights-of-way, re-
locations, and dredge material disposal areas re-
quired for the projects, and pay 50 per centum
of the costs of required feasibility studies, 25 per
centum of the costs of designing and construct-
ing the project, and 100 per centum of the costs
of operation, maintenance, repair, replacement
or rehabilitation of the project: Provided fur-
ther, That the value of lands, easements, rights-
of-way, relocations and dredged material dis-
posal areas provided by the non-Federal interest
shall be credited toward the non-Federal share,
not to exceed 25 per centum, of the costs of de-
signing and constructing the project: Provided
further, That utilizing $5,000,000 of the funds
appropriated herein, the Secretary is directed to
carry out this section.

SEC. 102. GREEN BROOK SUB-BASIN FLOOD
CONTROL PROJECT, NEW JERSEY.—No funds
made available under this Act or any other Act
for any fiscal year may be used by the Secretary
of the Army to construct the Oak Way detention
structure or the Sky Top detention structure in
Berkeley Heights, New Jersey, as part of the
project for flood control, Green Brook Sub-
basin, Raritan River Basin, New Jersey, author-
ized by section 401(a) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (Public Law 99–662, 100
Stat. 4119).

TITLE II
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACCOUNT

For carrying out activities authorized by the
Central Utah Project Completion Act, and for
activities related to the Unitah and Upalco
Units authorized by 43 U.S.C. 620, $40,353,000, to
remain available until expended, of which
$16,610,000 shall be deposited into the Utah Rec-
lamation Mitigation and Conservation Account:
Provided, That of the amounts deposited into
that account, $5,000,000 shall be considered the
Federal contribution authorized by paragraph
402(b)(2) of the Central Utah Project Completion
Act and $11,610,000 shall be available to the
Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation
Commission to carry out activities authorized
under that Act.

In addition, for necessary expenses incurred
in carrying out related responsibilities of the
Secretary of the Interior, $800,000, to remain
available until expended.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

For carrying out the functions of the Bureau
of Reclamation as provided in the Federal rec-
lamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388,
and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary
thereto) and other Acts applicable to that Bu-
reau as follows:

WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For management, development, and restora-
tion of water and related natural resources and
for related activities, including the operation,
maintenance and rehabilitation of reclamation
and other facilities, participation in fulfilling
related Federal responsibilities to Native Ameri-
cans, and related grants to, and cooperative and
other agreements with, State and local govern-
ments, Indian tribes, and others, $694,348,000, to
remain available until expended, of which
$18,758,000 shall be available for transfer to the
Upper Colorado River Basin Fund and
$56,442,000 shall be available for transfer to the
Lower Colorado River Basin Development Fund,
and of which such amounts as may be necessary
may be advanced to the Colorado River Dam
Fund: Provided, That such transfers may be in-
creased or decreased within the overall appro-
priation under this heading: Provided further,
That of the total appropriated, the amount for
program activities that can be financed by the
Reclamation Fund or the Bureau of Reclama-
tion special fee account established by 16 U.S.C.

460l—6a(i) shall be derived from that Fund or
account: Provided further, That funds contrib-
uted under 43 U.S.C. 395 are available until ex-
pended for the purposes for which contributed:
Provided further, That funds advanced under 43
U.S.C. 397a shall be credited to this account and
are available until expended for the same pur-
poses as the sums appropriated under this head-
ing: Provided further, That any amounts pro-
vided for the safety of dams modification work
at Coolidge Dam, San Carlos Irrigation Project,
Arizona, are in addition to the amount author-
ized in 43 U.S.C. 509: Provided further, That
using $500,000 of funds appropriated herein, the
Secretary of the Interior shall undertake a non-
reimbursable project to install drains in the
Pena Blanca area of New Mexico to prevent
seepage from Cochiti Dam: Provided further,
That funds available for expenditure for the De-
partment Irrigation Drainage Program may be
expended by the Bureau of Reclamation for site
remediation on a nonreimbursable basis: Pro-
vided further, That the amount authorized for
Indian municipal, rural, and industrial water
features by Section 10 of Public Law 89–108, as
amended by Section 8 of Public Law 99–294 and
Section 1701(b) of Public Law 102–575, is in-
creased by $1,300,000 (October, 1997 prices): Pro-
vided further, That the unexpended balances of
the Bureau of Reclamation appropriation ac-
counts for ‘‘Construction Program (Including
Transfer of Funds)’’, ‘‘General Investigations’’,
‘‘Emergency Fund’’, and ‘‘Operation and Main-
tenance’’ shall be transferred to and merged
with this account, to be available for the pur-
poses for which they originally were appro-
priated: Provided further, That the Secretary of
the Interior may use $2,500,000 of funds appro-
priated herein to initiate construction of the
McCall Area Wastewater Reclamation and
Reuse, Idaho, project.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION LOAN PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

For the cost of direct loans and/or grants,
$10,000,000, to remain available until expended,
as authorized by the Small Reclamation Projects
Act of August 6, 1956, as amended (43 U.S.C.
422a–422l): Provided, That such costs, including
the cost of modifying such loans, shall be as de-
fined in section 502 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974: Provided further, That these funds
are available to subsidize gross obligations for
the principal amount of direct loans not to ex-
ceed $31,000,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses nec-
essary to carry out the program for direct loans
and/or grants, $425,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That of the total sums
appropriated, the amount of program activities
that can be financed by the Reclamation Fund
shall be derived from that Fund.

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT RESTORATION FUND

For carrying out the programs, projects,
plans, and habitat restoration, improvement,
and acquisition provisions of the Central Valley
Project Improvement Act, such sums as may be
collected in the Central Valley Project Restora-
tion Fund pursuant to sections 3407(d),
3404(c)(3), 3405(f), and 3406(c)(1) of Public Law
102–575, to remain available until expended:
Provided, That the Bureau of Reclamation is di-
rected to levy additional mitigation and restora-
tion payments totaling no more than $25,130,000
(October 1992 price levels) on a three-year roll-
ing average basis, as authorized by section
3407(d) of Public Law 102–575.
CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Department of
the Interior and other participating Federal
agencies in carrying out the California Bay-
Delta Environmental Enhancement and Water
Security Act consistent with plans to be ap-
proved by the Secretary of the Interior, in con-
sultation with such Federal agencies,
$85,000,000, to remain available until expended,
of which such amounts as may be necessary to
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conform with such plans shall be transferred to
appropriate accounts of such Federal agencies:
Provided, That such funds may be obligated
only as non-Federal sources provide their share
in accordance with the cost-sharing agreement
required under section 102(d) of such Act: Pro-
vided further, That such funds may be obligated
prior to the completion of a final programmatic
environmental impact statement only if: (1) con-
sistent with 40 C.F.R. 1506.1(c); and (2) used for
purposes that the Secretary finds are of suffi-
ciently high priority to warrant such an ex-
penditure.

POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of policy, administra-
tion, and related functions in the office of the
Commissioner, the Denver office, and offices in
the five regions of the Bureau of Reclamation,
to remain available until expended, $47,558,000,
to be derived from the Reclamation Fund and be
nonreimbursable as provided in 43 U.S.C. 377:
Provided, That no part of any other appropria-
tion in this Act shall be available for activities
or functions budgeted as policy and administra-
tive expenses.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

Appropriations for the Bureau of Reclamation
shall be available for purchase of not to exceed
six passenger motor vehicles for replacement
only.

TITLE III

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

ENERGY PROGRAMS

ENERGY SUPPLY

For expenses of the Department of Energy ac-
tivities including the purchase, construction
and acquisition of plant and capital equipment
and other expenses necessary for energy supply,
and uranium supply and enrichment activities
in carrying out the purposes of the Department
of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101 et
seq.), including the acquisition or condemnation
of any real property or any facility or for plant
or facility acquisition, construction, or expan-
sion, $906,807,000.

NON-DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

For Department of Energy expenses, including
the purchase, construction and acquisition of
plant and capital equipment and other expenses
necessary for non-defense environmental man-
agement activities in carrying out the purposes
of the Department of Energy Organization Act
(42 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), including the acquisition
or condemnation of any real property or any fa-
cility or for plant or facility acquisition, con-
struction or expansion, $497,059,000, to remain
available until expended.

URANIUM ENRICHMENT DECONTAMINATION AND
DECOMMISSIONING FUND

For necessary expenses in carrying out ura-
nium enrichment facility decontamination and
decommissioning, remedial actions and other ac-
tivities of title II of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954 and title X, subtitle A of the Energy Policy
Act of 1992, $220,200,000, to be derived from the
Fund, to remain available until expended: Pro-
vided, That $40,000,000 of amounts derived from
the Fund for such expenses shall be available in
accordance with title X, subtitle A, of the En-
ergy Policy Act of 1992.

SCIENCE

For expenses of the Department of Energy ac-
tivities including the purchase, construction
and acquisition of plant and capital equipment
and other expenses necessary for science activi-
ties in carrying out the purposes of the Depart-
ment of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101
et seq.), including the acquisition or condemna-
tion of any real property or facility or for plant
or facility acquisition, construction, or expan-
sion, and purchase of 15 passenger motor vehi-
cles for replacement only, $2,235,708,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided, That
$35,000,000 of the unobligated balances origi-
nally available for Superconducting Super

Collider termination activities shall be made
available for other activities under this heading.

NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL FUND

For nuclear waste disposal activities to carry
out the purposes of Public Law 97–425, as
amended, including the acquisition of real prop-
erty or facility construction or expansion,
$160,000,000, to remain available until expended,
to be derived from the Nuclear Waste Fund; of
which $4,000,000 shall be available to the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission to license a multi-
purpose canister design; and of which not to ex-
ceed $5,000,000 may be provided to affected local
governments, as defined in Public Law 97–425,
to conduct appropriate activities pursuant to
the Act: Provided, That the distribution of the
funds to the units of local government shall be
determined by the Department of Energy: Pro-
vided further, That the funds shall be made
available to the units of local government by di-
rect payment: Provided further, That within
ninety days of the completion of each Federal
fiscal year, each local entity shall provide cer-
tification to the Department of Energy, that all
funds expended from such payments have been
expended for activities as defined in Public Law
97–425. Failure to provide such certification
shall cause such entity to be prohibited from
any further funding provided for similar activi-
ties: Provided further, That none of the funds
herein appropriated may be: (1) used directly or
indirectly to influence legislative action on any
matter pending before Congress or a State legis-
lature or for lobbying activity as provided in 18
U.S.C. 1913; (2) used for litigation expenses; or
(3) used to support multistate efforts or other co-
alition building activities inconsistent with the
restrictions contained in this Act: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds provided herein
shall be distributed to the State of Nevada by di-
rect payment, grant, or other means, for finan-
cial assistance under section 116 of the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1982, as amended: Provided
further, That the foregoing proviso shall not
apply to payments in lieu of taxes under section
116(c)(3)(A) of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of
1982, as amended.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

For salaries and expenses of the Department
of Energy necessary for departmental adminis-
tration in carrying out the purposes of the De-
partment of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C.
7101 et seq.), including the hire of passenger
motor vehicles and official reception and rep-
resentation expenses (not to exceed $35,000),
$218,747,000, to remain available until expended:
Provided, That moneys received by the Depart-
ment for miscellaneous revenues estimated to
total $131,330,000 in fiscal year 1998 may be re-
tained and used for operating expenses within
this account, and may remain available until
expended, as authorized by section 201 of Public
Law 95–238, notwithstanding the provisions of
31 U.S.C. 3302: Provided further, That the sum
herein appropriated shall be reduced by the
amount of miscellaneous revenues received dur-
ing fiscal year 1998 so as to result in a final fis-
cal year 1998 appropriation from the General
Fund estimated at not more than $87,417,000.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of the In-
spector General in carrying out the provisions of
the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended,
$27,500,000, to remain available until expended.

ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

WEAPONS ACTIVITIES

For Department of Energy expenses, including
the purchase, construction and acquisition of
plant and capital equipment and other inciden-
tal expenses necessary for atomic energy defense
weapons activities in carrying out the purposes
of the Department of Energy Organization Act
42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), including the acquisition
or condemnation of any real property or any fa-
cility or for plant or facility acquisition, con-
struction, or expansion; and the purchase of

passenger motor vehicles (not to exceed 70 for re-
placement only), $4,146,692,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That funding for
any ballistic missile defense program under-
taken by the Department of Energy for the De-
partment of Defense shall be provided by the
Department of Defense according to procedures
established for Work for Others by the Depart-
ment of Energy.

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND
WASTE MANAGEMENT

For Department of Energy Expenses, includ-
ing the purchase, construction and acquisition
of plant and capital equipment and other ex-
penses necessary for atomic energy defense envi-
ronmental restoration and waste management
activities in carrying out the purposes of the De-
partment of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C.
7101 et seq.), including the acquisition or con-
demnation of any real property or any facility
or for plant or facility acquisition, construction,
or expansion; and the purchase of passenger
motor vehicles (not to exceed 6 for replacement
only), $4,429,438,000, to remain available until
expended; and, in addition, $200,000,000 for pri-
vatization projects, to remain available until ex-
pended.

DEFENSE FACILITIES CLOSURE PROJECTS

For expenses of the Department of Energy to
accelerate the closure of defense environmental
management sites, including the purchase, con-
struction and acquisition of plant and capital
equipment and other necessary expenses,
$890,800,000, to remain available until expended.

OTHER DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

For Department of Energy expenses, including
the purchase, construction and acquisition of
plant and capital equipment and other expenses
necessary for atomic energy defense, other de-
fense activities, in carrying out the purposes of
the Department of Energy Organization Act (42
U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), including the acquisition or
condemnation of any real property or any facil-
ity or for plant or facility acquisition, construc-
tion, or expansion, and the purchase of pas-
senger motor vehicles (not to exceed 2 for re-
placement only), $1,666,008,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL

For nuclear waste disposal activities to carry
out the purposes of Public Law 97–425, as
amended, including the acquisition of real prop-
erty or facility construction or expansion,
$190,000,000, to remain available until expended.

POWER MARKETING ADMINISTRATIONS

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ALASKA POWER
ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of operation and
maintenance of projects in Alaska and of mar-
keting electric power and energy, $3,500,000, to
remain available until expended; and, in addi-
tion, $10,000,000 for capital assets acquisition, to
remain available until expended.

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION FUND

Expenditures from the Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration Fund, established pursuant to Pub-
lic Law 93–454, are approved for the anad-
romous fish supplementation facilities in the
Yakima River Basin, Methow River Basin and
Upper Snake River Basin, for the Billy Shaw
Reservoir resident fish substitution project, and
for the resident trout fish culture facility in
Southeast Idaho; and official reception and rep-
resentation expenses in an amount not to exceed
$3,000.

During fiscal year 1998, no new direct loan ob-
ligation may be made.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, SOUTHEASTERN
POWER ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of operation and
maintenance of power transmission facilities
and of marketing electric power and energy pur-
suant to the provisions of section 5 of the Flood
Control Act of 1944 (16 U.S.C. 825s), as applied
to the southeastern power area, $12,222,000, to
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remain available until expended; in addition,
notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302, not to exceed
$20,000,000 in reimbursement for transmission
wheeling and ancillary services, to remain avail-
able until expended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, SOUTHWESTERN
POWER ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of operation and
maintenance of power transmission facilities
and of marketing electric power and energy, and
for construction and acquisition of transmission
lines, substations and appurtenant facilities,
and for administrative expenses, including offi-
cial reception and representation expenses in an
amount not to exceed $1,500 in carrying out the
provisions of section 5 of the Flood Control Act
of 1944 (16 U.S.C. 825s), as applied to the south-
western power area, $25,210,000, to remain avail-
able until expended; in addition, notwithstand-
ing the provisions of 31 U.S.C. 3302, not to ex-
ceed $4,650,000 in reimbursements, to remain
available until expended.

CONSTRUCTION, REHABILITATION, OPERATION AND
MAINTENANCE, WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINIS-
TRATION

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For carrying out the functions authorized by
title III, section 302(a)(1)(E) of the Act of Au-
gust 4, 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), and other
related activities including conservation and re-
newable resources programs as authorized, in-
cluding the replacement of not more than two
helicopters through transfers, exchanges, or
sale, and official reception and representation
expenses in an amount not to exceed $1,500,
$189,043,000, to remain available until expended,
of which $182,806,000 shall be derived from the
Department of the Interior Reclamation Fund:
Provided, That of the amount herein appro-
priated, $5,592,000 is for deposit into the Utah
Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Ac-
count pursuant to title IV of the Reclamation
Projects Authorization and Adjustment Act of
1992: Provided further, That the Secretary of the
Treasury is authorized to transfer from the Col-
orado River Dam Fund to the Western Area
Power Administration $5,592,000 to carry out the
power marketing and transmission activities of
the Boulder Canyon project as provided in sec-
tion 104(a)(4) of the Hoover Power Plant Act of
1984, to remain available until expended.

FALCON AND AMISTAD OPERATING AND
MAINTENANCE FUND

For operation, maintenance, and emergency
costs for the hydroelectric facilities at the Fal-
con and Amistad Dams, $970,000, to remain
available until expended, and to be derived from
the Falcon and Amistad Operating and Mainte-
nance Fund of the Western Area Power Admin-
istration, as provided in section 423 of the For-
eign Relations Authorization Act, fiscal years
1994 and 1995.

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission to carry out the provi-
sions of the Department of Energy Organization
Act (42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), including services as
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, the hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles, and official reception and
representation expenses (not to exceed $3,000),
$162,141,000, to remain available until expended:
Provided, That notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, not to exceed $162,141,000 of reve-
nues from fees and annual charges, and other
services and collections in fiscal year 1998 shall
be retained and used for necessary expenses in
this account, and shall remain available until
expended: Provided further, That the sum here-
in appropriated from the General Fund shall be
reduced as revenues are received during fiscal
year 1998 so as to result in a final fiscal year
1998 appropriation from the General Fund esti-
mated at not more than $0.

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 301. (a) None of the funds appropriated

by this Act or any prior appropriations Act may
be used to award a management and operating
contract unless such contract is awarded using
competitive procedures or the Secretary of En-
ergy grants, on a case-by-case basis, a waiver to
allow for such a deviation. The Secretary may
not delegate the authority to grant such a waiv-
er.

(b) At least 60 days before a contract award,
amendment, or modification for which the Sec-
retary intends to grant such a waiver, the Sec-
retary shall submit to the Subcommittees on En-
ergy and Water Development of the Committees
on Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate a report notifying the sub-
committees of the waiver and setting forth the
reasons for the waiver.

SEC. 302. (a) None of the funds appropriated
by this Act or any prior appropriations Act may
be used to award, amend, or modify a contract
in a manner that deviates from the Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation, unless the Secretary of
Energy grants, on a case-by-case basis, a waiver
to allow for such a deviation. The Secretary
may not delegate the authority to grant such a
waiver.

(b) At least 60 days before a contract award,
amendment, or modification for which the Sec-
retary intends to grant such a waiver, the Sec-
retary shall submit to the Subcommittees on En-
ergy and Water Development of the Committees
on Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate a report notifying the sub-
committees of the waiver and setting forth the
reasons for the waiver.

SEC. 303. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act or any prior appropriations Act may be
used to—

(1) develop or implement a workforce restruc-
turing plan that covers employees of the Depart-
ment of Energy; or

(2) provide enhanced severance payments or
other benefits for employees of the Department
of Energy;
under section 3161 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 (Public Law
102–484; 106 Stat. 2644; 42 U.S.C. 7274h).

SEC. 304. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act or any prior appropriations Act may be
used to augment the $61,159,000 made available
for obligation by this Act for severance pay-
ments and other benefits and community assist-
ance grants under section 3161 of the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993
(Public Law 102–484; 106 Stat. 2644; 42 U.S.C.
7274h).

SEC. 305. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act or any prior appropriations Act may be
used to prepare or initiate Requests For Propos-
als (RFPs) for a program if the program has not
been funded by Congress.

(TRANSFERS OF UNEXPENDED BALANCES)

SEC. 306. The unexpended balances of prior
appropriations provided for activities in this Act
may be transferred to appropriation accounts
for such activities established pursuant to this
title. Balances so transferred may be merged
with funds in the applicable established ac-
counts and thereafter may be accounted for as
one fund for the same time period as originally
enacted.

TITLE IV
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION

Foe expenses necessary to carry out the pro-
grams authorized by the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965, as amended, notwith-
standing section 405 of said Act, and for nec-
essary expenses for the Federal Co-Chairman
and the alternate on the Appalachian Regional
Commission and for payment of the Federal
share of the administrative expenses of the Com-
mission, including services as authorized by 5

U.S.C. 3109, and hire of passenger motor vehi-
cles, $170,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board in carrying out activities
authorized by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended by Public Law 100–456, section 1441,
$17,000,000, to remain available until expended.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Commission in
carrying out the purposes of the Energy Reorga-
nization Act of 1974, as amended, and the Atom-
ic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, including the
employment of aliens; services authorized by 5
U.S.C. 3109; publication and dissemination of
atomic information; purchase, repair, and
cleaning of uniforms; official representation ex-
penses (not to exceed $20,000); reimbursements to
the General Services Administration for security
guard services; hire of passenger motor vehicles
and aircraft, $468,000,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That of the amount
appropriated herein, $15,000,000 shall be derived
from the Nuclear Waste Fund: Provided further,
That from this appropriation, transfers of sums
may be made to other agencies of the Govern-
ment for the performance of the work for which
this appropriation is made, and in such cases
the sums so transferred may be merged with the
appropriation to which transferred: Provided
further, That moneys received by the Commis-
sion for the cooperative nuclear safety research
program, services rendered to State govern-
ments, foreign governments and international
organizations, and the material and information
access authorization programs, including crimi-
nal history checks under section 149 of the
Atomic Energy Act may be retained and used for
salaries and expenses associated with those ac-
tivities, notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302, and
shall remain available until expended: Provided
further, That revenues from licensing fees, in-
spection services, and other services and collec-
tions estimated at $450,000,000 in fiscal year 1998
shall be retained and used for necessary salaries
and expenses in this account, notwithstanding
31 U.S.C. 3302, and shall remain available until
expended: Provided further, That $3,000,000 of
the funds herein appropriated for regulatory re-
views and other assistance provided to the De-
partment of Energy and other Federal agencies
shall be excluded from license fee revenues, not-
withstanding 42 U.S.C. 2214: Provided further,
That the sum herein appropriated shall be re-
duced by the amount of revenues received dur-
ing fiscal year 1998 from licensing fees, inspec-
tion services and other services and collections,
excluding those moneys received for the cooper-
ative nuclear safety research program, services
rendered to State governments, foreign govern-
ments and international organizations, and the
material and information access authorization
programs, so as to result in a final fiscal year
1998 appropriation estimated at not more than
$18,000,000.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the provisions of
the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended,
including services authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109,
$4,800,000, to remain available until expended;
and in addition, an amount not to exceed 5 per-
cent of this sum may be transferred from Sala-
ries and Expenses, Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion: Provided, That notice of such transfers
shall be given to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and Sen-
ate: Provided further, That from this appropria-
tion, transfers of sums may be made to other
agencies of the Government for the performance
of the work for which this appropriation is
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made, and in such cases the sums so transferred
may be merged with the appropriation to which
transferred: Provided further, That revenues
from licensing fees, inspection services, and
other services and collections shall be retained
and used for necessary salaries and expenses in
this account, notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302,
and shall remain available until expended: Pro-
vided further, That the sum herein appropriated
shall be reduced by the amount of revenues re-
ceived during fiscal year 1998 from licensing
fees, inspection services, and other services and
collections, so as to result in a final fiscal year
1998 appropriation estimated at not more than
$0.

NUCLEAR WASTE TECHNICAL REVIEW BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Nuclear Waste
Technical Review Board, as authorized by Pub-
lic Law 100–203, section 5051, $2,600,000, to be
derived from the Nuclear Waste Fund, and to
remain available until expended.

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

For the purpose of carrying out the provisions
of the Tennessee Valley Authority Act of 1933,
as amended (16 U.S.C. Ch. 12A), including hire,
maintenance, and operation of aircraft, and
purchase and hire of passenger motor vehicles,
$70,000,000, to remain available until expended,
of which $6,900,000 shall be available for oper-
ation, maintenance, surveillance, and improve-
ment of Land Between the Lakes; and for essen-
tial stewardship activities for which appropria-
tions were provided to the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority in Public Law 104–206, such sums as are
necessary in fiscal year 1999 and thereafter, to
be derived only from one or more of the follow-
ing sources: nonpower fund balances and collec-
tions; investment returns of the nonpower pro-
gram; applied programmatic savings in the
power and nonpower programs; savings from the
suspension of bonuses and award; savings from
reductions in memberships and contributions;
increases in collections resulting from nonpower
activities, including user fees; or increases in
charges to private and public utilities both in-
vestor and cooperatively owned, as well as to di-
rect load customers: Provided, That such funds
are available to fund the stewardship activities
under this paragraph, notwithstanding sections
11, 14, 15, 29, or other provisions of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority Act, as amended, or
provisions of the TVA power bond covenants:
Provided further, That the savings from, and
revenue adjustments to, the TVA budget in fis-
cal year 1999 and thereafter shall be sufficient
to fund the aforementioned stewardship activi-
ties such that the net spending authority and
resulting outlays for these activities shall not
exceed $0 in fiscal year 1999 and thereafter.

TITLE V
GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 501. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act may be used in any way, directly or in-
directly, to influence congressional action on
any legislation or appropriation matters pend-
ing before Congress, other than to communicate
to Members of Congress as described in section
1913 of title 18, United States Code.

SEC. 502. (a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE
EQUIPMENT AND PRODUCTS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that, to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, all equipment and products purchased
with funds made available in this Act should be
American-made.

(b) NOTICE REQUIREMENT.—In providing fi-
nancial assistance to, or entering into any con-
tract with, any entity using funds made avail-
able in this Act, the head of each Federal agen-
cy, to the greatest extent practicable, shall pro-
vide to such entity a notice describing the state-
ment made in subsection (a) by the Congress.

(c) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PERSONS
FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE IN
AMERICA.—If it has been finally determined by
a court or Federal agency that any person in-

tentionally affixed a label bearing a ‘‘Made in
America’’ inscription, or any inscription with
the same meaning, to any product sold in or
shipped to the United States that is not made in
the United States, the person shall be ineligible
to receive any contract or subcontract made
with funds made available in this Act, pursuant
to the debarment, suspension, and ineligibility
procedures described in sections 9.400 through
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations.

SEC. 503. None of the funds made available in
this Act may be provided by contract or by grant
(including a grant of funds to be available for
student aid) to any institution of higher edu-
cation, or subelement thereof, that is currently
ineligible for contracts and grants pursuant to
section 514 of the Departments of Labor, Health
and Human Services, and Education, and Relat-
ed Agencies Appropriations Act, 1997 (as con-
tained in section 101(e) of division A of Public
law 104–208; 110 Stat. 3009–270).

SEC. 504. None of the funds made available in
this Act may be obligated or expended to enter
into or renew a contract with a contractor that
is subject to the reporting requirement set forth
in subsection (d) of section 4212 of title 38, Unit-
ed States Code, but has not submitted the most
recent report required by such subsection.

SEC. 505. None of the funds made available in
this Act to pay the salary of any officer or em-
ployee of the Department of the Interior may be
used for the Animas-La Plata Project, in Colo-
rado and New Mexico, except for: (1) activities
required to comply with the applicable provi-
sions of current law; and (2) continuation of ac-
tivities pursuant to the Colorado Ute Indian
Water Rights Settlement Act of 1988 (Public Law
100–585).

SEC. 506. Section 1621 of title XVI of the Rec-
lamation Wastewater and Groundwater Act,
Public Law 104–266, is amended by—

(1) striking ‘‘study’’ in the section title and in
subsection (a), and inserting ‘‘project’’ into the
title and in subsection (a);

(2) inserting in subsection (a) ‘‘planning, de-
sign, and construction of the’’ following ‘‘to
participate in the’’; and

(3) inserting in subsection (a) ‘‘and nonpota-
ble surface water’’ following ‘‘impaired ground
water’’.

SEC. 507. Section 1208(a)(2) of the Yavapai-
Prescott Indian Treaty Settlement Act of 1994
(Public Law 103–434) is amended by striking
‘‘$4,000,000 for construction’’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘‘$13,000,000, at 1997 prices, for con-
struction plus or minus such amounts as may be
justified by reason of ordinary fluctuations of
applicable cost indexes’’.

SEC. 508. (a) The State of West Virginia shall
receive credit towards its required contribution
under Contract No. DACW59–C–0071 for the cost
of recreational facilities to be constructed by a
joint venture of the State in cooperation with
private interests for recreation development at
Stonewall Jackson Lake, West Virginia, except
that the State shall receive no credit for costs
associated with golf course development and the
amount of the credit may not exceed the amount
owed by State under the Contract.

(b) The Corps of Engineers shall revise both
the 1977 recreation cost-sharing agreement and
the Park and Recreation Lease dated October 2,
1995 to remove the requirement that such recre-
ation facilities are to be owned by the Govern-
ment at the time of their completion as con-
tained in Article 2–06 of the cost-sharing agree-
ment and Article 36 of the lease.

(c) Nothing in this section shall reduce the
amount of funds owed the United States Gov-
ernment pursuant to the 1977 recreation cost-
sharing agreement.

SEC. 509. Amounts to be transferred to the De-
partment of Energy by the United States En-
richment Corporation (USEC) pursuant to this
section shall be retained and used for the spe-
cific purpose of development and demonstration
of AVLIS technology for uranium enrichment:
Provided, That, notwithstanding section 1605 of

the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42
U.S.C. 2297e–4), USEC shall transfer to the De-
partment such sums as are necessary in fiscal
year 1998 for AVLIS demonstration and develop-
ment activities to be derived only from one or
more of the following sources: savings from ad-
justments in the level of inventories; savings
from reductions in capital and operating costs;
savings from reductions in power costs including
savings from increased use of off-peak power; or
savings from adjustments in the amount of pur-
chases: Provided further, That the savings from
such reductions and adjustments in the amounts
paid by USEC in fiscal year 1998 shall be suffi-
cient to fund the aforementioned AVLIS dem-
onstration and development activities such that
the net spending authority and resulting out-
lays for these activities shall not exceed $0 in
fiscal year 1998 and thereafter: Provided fur-
ther, That, prior to transferring funds to the
Department for AVLIS activities pursuant to
this section, the Chief Financial Officer of
USEC shall submit to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives and
Senate an itemized listing of the amounts of the
reductions made pursuant to this section to
fund the proposed transfer: Provided further,
That, by November 1, 1998, the Chief Financial
Officer of USEC shall submit to the Committees
on Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and Senate an itemized listing of the
amounts of the reductions made pursuant to
this section for fiscal year 1998: Provided fur-
ther, That the provisions in this section related
to the transfer to and use by the Department of
funds for AVLIS demonstration and develop-
ment activities shall expire as of the privatiza-
tion date for USEC, as defined in Section 3102 of
the USEC Privatization Act (42 U.S.C. 2297h),
and the total amount obligated by the Depart-
ment pursuant to this section for AVLIS dem-
onstration and development activities shall not
exceed $60,000,000.

SEC. 510. (a) None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act may be
used to determine the final point of discharge
for the interceptor drain for the San Luis Unit
until development by the Secretary of the Inte-
rior and the State of California of a plan, which
shall conform to the water quality standards of
the State of California as approved by the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, to minimize any detrimental effect of
the San Luis drainage waters.

(b) The costs of the Kesterson Reservoir
Cleanup Program and the costs of the San Joa-
quin Valley Drainage Program shall be classi-
fied by the Secretary of the Interior as reimburs-
able or nonreimbursable and collected until
fully repaid pursuant to the ‘‘Cleanup Pro-
gram—Alternative Repayment Plan’’ and the
‘‘SJVDP—Alternative Repayment Plan’’ de-
scribed in the report entitled ‘‘Repayment Re-
port, Kesterson Reservoir Cleanup Program and
San Joaquin Valley Drainage Program, Feb-
ruary 1995’’, prepared by the Department of the
Interior, Bureau of Reclamation. Any future ob-
ligations of funds by the United States relating
to, or providing for, drainage service or drain-
age studies for the San Luis Unit shall be fully
reimbursable by San Luis Unit beneficiaries of
such service or studies pursuant to Federal Rec-
lamation law.

SEC. 511. MAINTENANCE OF SECURITY AT THE
GASEOUS DIFFUSION PLANTS.—Section 3107 of
the USEC Privatization Act (42 U.S.C. 2297h–5)
is amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(h) MAINTENANCE OF SECURITY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to the Padu-

cah Gaseous Diffusion Plant, Kentucky, and
the Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant, Ohio,
the guidelines relating to the authority of the
Department of Energy’s contractors (including
any Federal agency, or private entity operating
a gaseous diffusion plant under a contract or
lease with the Department of Energy) and any
subcontractor (at any tier) to carry firearms and
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make arrests in providing security at Federal in-
stallations, issued under section 161k. of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2201k.)
shall require, at a minimum, the presence of an
adequate number of security guards carrying
sidearms at all times to ensure maintenance of
security at the gaseous diffusion plants (wheth-
er a gaseous diffusion plant is operated directly
by a Federal agency or by a private entity
under a contract or lease with a Federal agen-
cy).

SEC. 512. None of the funds made available in
this or any other Act may be used to restart the
High Flux Beam Reactor.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Energy and
Water Development Appropriations Act, 1998’’.

And the Senate agree to the same.
JOSEPH MCDADE,
HAROLD ROGERS,
JOE KNOLLENBERG,
R.P. FRELINGHUYSEN,
MIKE PARKER,
SONNY CALLAHAN,
JAY DICKEY,
BOB LIVINGSTON,
VIC FAZIO,
PETER J. VISCLOSKY,
CHET EDWARDS,
ED PASTOR,
DAVID R. OBEY,

Managers on the Part of the House.
PETE V. DOMENICI,
THAD COCHRAN,
SLADE GORTON,
MITCH MCCONNELL,
ROBERT F. BENNETT,
CONRAD BURNS,
LARRY CRAIG,
TED STEVENS,
HARRY REID,
ROBERT C. BYRD,
FRITZ HOLLINGS,
PATTY MURRAY,
HERB KOHL,
BYRON L. DORGAN,
DANIEL K. INOUYE,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.
JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF

THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE
The managers on the part of the House and

the Senate at the conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two houses on the amend-
ment of the Senate of the bill (H.R. 2203)
making appropriations for energy and water
development for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes, sub-
mit the following joint statement to the
House and the Senate in explanation of the
effects of the action agreed upon by the man-
agers and recommended in the accompany-
ing conference report.

The language and allocations set forth in
House Report 105–190 and Senate Report 105–
44 should be complied with unless specifi-
cally addressed to the contrary in the con-
ference report and statement of the man-
agers. Report language included by the
House which is not contradicted by the re-
port of the Senate or the conference, and
Senate report language which is not contra-
dicted by the report of the House or the con-
ference is approved by the committee on
conference. The statement of the managers,
while repeating some report language for
emphasis, does not intend to negate the lan-
guage referred to above unless expressly pro-
vided herein. In cases where both the House
report and Senate report address a particular
issue not specifically addressed in the con-
ference report or joint statement of man-
agers, the conferees have determined that
the House and Senate reports are not incon-
sistent and are to be interpreted accordingly.
In cases in which the House or Senate have
directed the submission of a report, such re-
port is to be submitted to both House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations.

Senate amendment: The Senate deleted
the entire House bill after the enacting
clause and inserted the Senate bill. The con-
ference agreement includes a revised bill.

TITLE I
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL

The summary tables at the end of this title
set forth the conference agreement with re-
spect to the individual appropriations, pro-
grams, and activities of the Corps of Engi-
neers. Additional items of conference agree-
ment are discussed below.

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

The conference agreement appropriates
$156,804,000 for General Investigations in-
stead of $157,260,000 as proposed by the House
and $164,065,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The conference agreement includes $100,000
for the Corps of Engineers to undertake a re-
connaissance study of the need for naviga-
tional improvements on the Mobile,
Tombigbee, and Black Warrior Rivers in ac-
cordance with the resolution (Docket #2512)
adopted on May 7, 1997, by the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure of the
House of Representatives.

The conferees have provided an additional
$200,000 for the Corps of Engineers to acceler-
ate work on the feasibility study for the de-
velopment of a comprehensive basin manage-
ment plan for navigation, including rec-
reational navigation, environmental restora-
tion, and water quality for the Dog River,
Alabama, watershed.

The conference agreement includes $270,000
for the Newport Bay Harbor, California,
study, the same as the budget request. With-
in the funds provided, $100,000 is for the
Corps of Engineers to undertake a reconnais-
sance study for management of the Newport
Bay/San Diego Creek Watershed in the inter-
est of environmental preservation and res-
toration, water quality and sediment con-
trol, and the avoidance or minimization of
undesirable impacts resulting from urbaniza-
tion and other present and future watershed
activities.

The conferees have provided $40,000 for
completion of the feasibility study for navi-
gational improvements at Port Hueneme in
California, the same as the budget request.
Federal interest recommendations for chan-
nel improvements shall be based on the po-
tential for future shipping operations at the
port.

The conference agreement includes $100,000
for the Corps of Engineers to initiate a re-
connaissance study of options for increased
flood protection along the Toulumne River
and its tributaries.

The conferees direct the Secretary of the
Army to use the $600,000 provided for the
Truckee Meadows, Reno, Nevada, project au-
thorized by Section 3(a)(10) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1988 to resume
preconstruction engineering and design in-
corporating recent data from the 1996/1997
flooding event.

The conference agreement includes $200,000
for the Corps of Engineers to participate in
the development of Special Area Manage-
ment Plans in Orange and San Diego Coun-
ties, California, as described in the House re-
port.

The conference agreement includes $500,000
for the Corps of Engineers to modify the
Lower West Branch Susquehanna River
Basin Environmental Restoration, Penn-
sylvania, reconnaissance study to address
the wide range of complex water resources
problems in the large study area which in-
cludes Clinton, Northumberland, Lycoming,
Sullivan, Tioga, and Union Counties, Penn-
sylvania and, as requested, to negotiate sep-

arate feasibility study agreements with
state, county, and other public interests for
subwatersheds within the river basin.

The conference agreement includes $500,000
as proposed by the Senate for a study of the
Grand Neosho River basin in Oklahoma as
proposed by the Senate. The conferees have
agreed to move the funds for this effort to
the Operation and Maintenance, General ac-
count.

The conferees agree that funds provided for
the Lower Platte River and Tributaries, Ne-
braska, study should also be used to conduct
studies authorized by Section 503(d)(11) of
the Water Resources Development Act of
1996.

For the Lower Potomac Estuary Water-
shed, Virginia and Maryland, study, the con-
ferees expect the Corps of Engineers to nego-
tiate separate feasibility study cost-sharing
agreements with state and local interests in
Virginia and Maryland for individual sub-ba-
sins within the watershed.

The conference agreement includes
$8,500,000 for Coordination Studies With
Other Agencies. Within the funds provided,
the conferees urge the Corps of Engineers to
work with the Riverside County, California,
Flood Control and Water Conservation Dis-
trict to complete the floodplain maintenance
plan for Murrieta Creek and to participate in
the development of Special Area Manage-
ment Plans in southern California in coordi-
nation with the State of California Natural
Community Conservation Planning Program.
In addition, the amount provided includes
$400,000 for the Pacific Northwest forest case
study as described in the Senate report.

The conference agreement includes
$32,000,000 for the Corps of Engineers Re-
search and Development program instead of
$27,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$37,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
amount provided includes $2,000,000 for the
development of strategies for the control of
zebra mussels and the full budget request for
the CFIRMS program.

The conferees have included language in
the bill earmarking funds for the following
projects in the amounts specified: Delaware
Bay Coastline, Delaware and New Jersey,
$456,000; Tampa Harbor, Alafia Channel,
Florida, $270,000; Laulaulei, Hawaii, $200,000;
Barnegat Inlet to Little Egg Harbor Inlet,
New Jersey, $400,000; Brigantine Inlet to
Great Egg Harbor Inlet, New Jersey, $472,000;
Great Egg Harbor Inlet to Townsends Inlet,
New Jersey, $400,000; Lower Cape May Mead-
ows—Cape May Point, New Jersey, $154,000;
Manasquan Inlet to Barnegat Inlet, New Jer-
sey, $400,000; Raritan Bay to Sandy Hook Bay
(Cliffwood Beach), New Jersey $300,000;
Townsends Inlet to Cape May Inlet, New Jer-
sey, $500,000; and Monongahela River, Fair-
mont, West Virginia, $350,000.

The conference agreement deletes funds
earmarked in the Senate bill for the Norco
Bluffs, California, project. This project has
been funded in the Construction, General, ac-
count.

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage contained in the Senate bill providing
funds for the Tahoe Basin study in California
and Nevada. The amount appropriated for
General Investigations includes $750,000 for
this project. The conference agreement also
deletes language contained in the Senate bill
providing funds for preconstruction engi-
neering and design for the Delaware Coast
from Cape Henlopen to Fenwick Island, Dela-
ware, project. The amount appropriated for
General Investigations includes $300,000 for
preconstruction engineering and design of
the project.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the House which directs
the Corps of Engineers to initiate feasibility
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phase studies of extending commercial navi-
gation on the Red River upstream of Shreve-
port-Bossier, Louisiana, into southwest Ar-
kansas using previously appropriated funds
and language proposed by the House which
directs the Corps of Engineers to initiate fea-
sibility phase studies for the Metropolitan
Louisville, Southwest, Kentucky, study.

The conferees have also included language
in the bill directing the Corps of Engineers
to use $150,000 to implement Section 211(f)(8)
of the Water Resources Development Act of
1996 and to reimburse the non-Federal spon-
sor a portion of the Federal share of project
costs for the White Oak Bayou, Texas,
project, and language directing the Corps of
Engineers to use $500,000 to implement Sec-
tion 211(f)(7) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 and to reimburse the non-
Federal sponsor a portion of the Federal
share of project costs for the Hunting Bayou,
Texas, project.

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

The conference agreement appropriates
$1,473,373,000 for Construction, General, in-
stead of $1,475,892,000 as proposed by the
House and $1,284,266,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

The conferees agree with the language in
the Senate report regarding the Faulkner’s
Island, Connecticut, project.

The Secretary of the Army is directed to
use $600,000 of available funds to plan and im-
plement a flood warning system for Reno,
Nevada, using, to the maximum extent pos-
sible, work of non-Federal entities.

The conference agreement includes
$1,140,000 for the Canaveral Harbor Deepen-
ing, Florida, project. The funds provided in-
clude $640,000 to reimburse the local sponsor
for the Federal share of revetment work
completed by the sponsor and $500,000 for
widening of the entrance channel.

With the funds provided for the East Rock-
away Inlet to Rockaway Inlet and Jamaica
Bay, New York, project the conferees direct
the Corps of Engineers to initiate a reevalua-
tion report to identify more cost-effective
measures of providing storm damage protec-
tion for the project. In conducting the re-
evaluation, the Corps should include consid-
eration of using dredged material from main-
tenance dredging of East Rockaway Inlet
and should also investigate the potential for
ecosystem restoration within the project
area.

Within the funds provided for the Chesa-
peake Bay Environmental Restoration and
Protection Program, the conferees expect
the Corps of Engineers to give priority to
projects that protect the environmental, his-
toric, and cultural resources of Smith Island,
Maryland and Virginia.

The conference agreement provides fund-
ing for small boat harbor projects at Knife
River, McQuade Road (Duluth), Taconite
Harbor, and Two Harbors, Minnesota. Each
of these projects is fully authorized. By pro-
viding funding for these projects, the con-
ferees intend that these badly needed
projects proceed expeditiously, and direct
the Secretary of the Army to expedite the
consideration and construction of these
projects. In addition, the Secretary is to pre-
serve scarce Federal, state, and local re-
sources by utilizing a flexible approach in
pursuing these projects. The managers are
aware that, in the construction of another
small boat harbor at Silver Bay, a coopera-
tive effort with state and local interests al-
lowed for the swift and satisfactory comple-
tion of the project. The managers direct the
Secretary to employ similar procedures, in-
cluding using existing feasibility and other
study documents and designs prepared by the
State of Minnesota, and to construct the
project in cooperation with the state.

The conference agreement includes
$3,100,000 for the Corps of Engineers to com-
plete planning engineering and design and
initiate construction of the Lower Basin and
Stony Brook portions of the Raritan River
Basin, Green Brook Sub-Basin, New Jersey,
project. Within the funds provided, $100,000
shall be used to reevaluate alternative plans
for the Upper Basin portion of the project.
Language has been included under General
Provisions, Corps of Engineers—Civil, which
provides that no funds made available in this
Act or any other Act for any fiscal year may
be utilized by the Secretary of the Army to
construct the Oak Way detention structure
or the Sky Top detention structure in Berke-
ley Heights, New Jersey, as part of the
project for flood control.

The conference agreement includes
$95,000,000 for the Columbia River Juvenile
Fish Mitigation program in Washington, Or-
egon, and Idaho instead of $85,000,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $117,000,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. The conferees note that
the budget request for this program appeared
to reflect the pursuit of multiple restoration
strategies. Some of these may not be adopt-
ed, rendering expensive measures obsolete.
The conferees request the Northwest Power
Planning Council, with assistance from the
Independent Scientific Advisory Board (to
the extent that the Board feels it can par-
ticipate without compromising its primary
function), established jointly with the Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, to conduct a
review of the major fish mitigation capital
construction activities proposed for imple-
mentation at the Federal dams in the Co-
lumbia River Basin including those called
for in the 1995 Biological Opinion of the Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service regarding
the Snake River salmon. The review shall be
completed by June 30, 1998. Upon completion
of the review, the Corps of Engineers shall
seek regional recommendations, as provided
by the Bonneville Power Administration
Fish and Wildlife Budget Memorandum of
Agreement dated September 16, 1996, on im-
plementing the recommendations contained
in the review. In addition, the findings of the
review shall be supplied to the House and
Senate Appropriations Committees.

The conference agreement includes a total
of $58,267,000 for the Levisa and Tug Forks of
the Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland
River project. In addition to the amounts in
the budget request, the conference agree-
ment includes: $26,390,000 for the Harlan, Wil-
liamsburg, and Middlesboro, Kentucky, ele-
ments; $5,300,000 for the Pike County, Ken-
tucky, element; $5,000,000 for the Martin
County, Kentucky, element; $700,000 for the
Town of Martin, Kentucky, element; $500,000
for a Detailed Project Report for the Bu-
chanan County, Virginia, element; $1,000,000
for the Hatfield Bottom, West Virginia, ele-
ment; $6,300,000 for the Lower Mingo
(Kermit), West Virginia, element; $150,000 for
a Detailed Project Report for the Lower
Mingo, West Virginia, element; $3,000,000 for
the Upper Mingo, West Virginia, element;
$1,200,000 for the Wayne County, West Vir-
ginia, element; $400,000 for a flood warning
system for the Levisa Basin; and $400,000 for
a flood warning system for the Tug Fork
Basin. In addition, the conferees are aware of
the flood situation at Haysi Dam and urge
the Corps of Engineers to reevaluate the ben-
efit-cost analysis and provide to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the House and
the Senate a report on the Haysi Dam, Vir-
ginia, element of the project prior to submis-
sion of the fiscal year 1999 budget. The con-
ference agreement also deletes language pro-
posed by the Senate which provided that
flood warning systems for the Tug Fork and
Levisa Basins would be undertaken at full
Federal expense.

Using $463,000 of the funds provided for the
LaFarge Lake and Kickapoo River, Wiscon-
sin, project, the Corps of Engineers is di-
rected to complete the Memorandum of Un-
derstanding between the Ho-Chunk Nation
and the State of Wisconsin, evaluate a con-
servation easement, covenant, or other ap-
propriate legal instrument for the protection
of archeological resources at the site, start
processing real estate documents for future
land transfers, and continue coordination ac-
tivities as authorized by the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996. The re-
maining $250,000 is for planning and engi-
neering of the highway relocations and to
complete required NEPA documentation as
authorized.

The conference agreement includes
$40,000,000 for the Section 205 program. Using
those funds, the Corps of Engineers is di-
rected to proceed with the projects described
in the House and Senate reports. For the
Lake Carl Blackwell project in Oklahoma,
the Corps of Engineers may use available
funds to proceed with plans and specifica-
tions for the project. In addition, the Corps
of Engineers is directed to proceed with stud-
ies of flooding problems along Dry Creek in
Cortland County, New York, and the
Lamoille and Missisquoi Rivers in Vermont.

The conferees agree that the Huntsville
Spring Branch, Alabama, project funded by
the House under Section 206 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 should pro-
ceed as a small flood control project under
the Section 205 program. The conferees also
agree that the Reno, Nevada, project and the
Lycoming County, Pennsylvania, project
should proceed under the Section 205 pro-
gram.

The conference agreement includes
$11,000,000 for the Section 14 program. Using
those funds, the Corps of Engineers is di-
rected to proceed with the projects described
in the House and Senate reports.

The conference agreement includes
$3,000,000 for the Section 103 program. Using
those funds, the Corps of Engineers is di-
rected to proceed with the projects described
in the House report.

The conference agreement includes
$11,400,000 for the Section 107 program. Using
those funds, the Corps of Engineers is di-
rected to proceed with the projects described
in the House and Senate reports.

The conference agreement includes
$2,000,000 for the Section 208 program. Using
those funds, the Corps of Engineers is di-
rected to proceed with the projects described
in the House report.

The aquatic restoration project at Hamil-
ton Army Airfield in Marin County, Califor-
nia, funded under the Section 204 program by
the House has been funded under the General
Investigations account.

The conference agreement includes
$21,175,000 for the Section 1135 program.
Using those funds, the Corps of Engineers is
directed to proceed with the projects de-
scribed in the House and Senate reports.

The conference agreement includes
$6,000,000 for the Section 206 program. Using
those funds, the Corps of Engineers is di-
rected to proceed with the projects described
in the House and the Senate reports. In addi-
tion, the Corps of Engineers is directed to
proceed with a project to restore environ-
mental resources along Cache Creek in Cali-
fornia. Abandoned gravel pits along the
lower Cache Creek corridor would be used to
restore seasonal and permanent wetlands
and riparian habitat.

The conferees have included language in
the bill earmarking funds for the following
projects in the amounts specified: Arkansas
River, Tucker Creek, Arkansas, $300,000;
Norco Bluffs, California, $1,000,000; San
Timoteo Creek (Santa Ana River Mainstem),
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California, $5,000,000; Panama City Beaches,
Florida, $5,000,000; Tybee Island, Georgia,
$2,000,000; Indianapolis Central Waterfront,
Indiana $5,000,000; Indiana Shoreline Erosion,
Indiana, $3,000,000; Lake George, Hobart, In-
diana, $3,500,000; Ohio River Flood Protec-
tion, Indiana $1,300,000; Harlan, Williams-
burg, and Middlesboro (Levisa and Tug Forks
of the Big Sandy River and Upper Cum-
berland River), Kentucky, $26,390,000; Martin
County (Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big
Sandy River and Upper Cumberland River),
Kentucky, $5,000,000; Pike County (Levisa
and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy River and
Upper Cumberland River), Kentucky,
$5,300,000; Town of Martin (Levisa and Tug
Forks of the Big Sandy River and Upper
Cumberland River), Kentucky, $700,000;
Levisa Basin Flood Warning System (Levisa
and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy River and
Upper Cumberland River), Kentucky and Vir-
ginia, $400,000; Salyersville, Kentucky,
$2,050,000; Southern and Eastern Kentucky,
Kentucky, $3,000,000; Lake Pontchartrain and
Vicinity (Hurricane Protection), Louisiana,
$22,920,000; Lake Pontchartrain Stormwater
Discharge, Louisiana, $3,000,000; Jackson
County, Mississippi, $3,000,000; Natchez Bluff,
Mississippi, $4,000,000; Pearl River (Walkiah
Bluff), Mississippi, $2,000,000; Joseph G. Min-
ish Passaic River Park, New Jersey,
$3,000,000; Hudson River, Athens, New York,
$8,700,000; Lackawanna River, Olyphant,
Pennsylvania, $1,400,000; Lackawanna River,
Scranton, Pennsylvania, $5,425,000; Lycoming
County, Pennsylvania, $339,000; South
Central Pennsylvania Environment Improve-
ment Program, Pennsylvania, $30,000,000;
Wallisville Lake, Texas, $9,200,000; Virginia
Beach, Virginia (Reimbursement), $925,000;
Virginia Beach (Hurricane Protection), Vir-
ginia, $13,000,000; West Virginia and Penn-
sylvania Flood Control, West Virginia and
Pennsylvania $3,000,000; Hatfield Bottom
(Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy
River and Upper Cumberland River), West
Virginia, $1,000,000; Lower Mingo (Kermit)
(Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy
River and Upper Cumberland River), West
Virginia, $6,300,000; Lower Mingo Tributaries
Supplement (Levisa and Tug Forks of the
Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland
River), West Virginia, $150,000; Upper Mingo
County (Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big
Sandy River and Upper Cumberland River),
West Virginia, $3,000,000; Tug Fork Basin
Flood Warning System (Levisa and Tug
Forks of the Big Sandy River and Upper
Cumberland River), West Virginia, $400,000;
and Wayne County (Levisa and Tug Forks of
the Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland
River), West Virginia, $1,200,000.

For the South Central Pennsylvania Infra-
structure Program, within the $10,000,000
provided for water-related environmental in-
frastructure and resource protection and de-
velopment projects in Lackawanna,
Lycoming, Susquehanna, Wyoming, Pike,
and Monroe Counties in Pennsylvania,
$1,000,000 is for Olyphant Borough, Lacka-
wanna County; $1,000,000 is for Jefferson
Township, Lackawanna County; $2,000,000 is
for Scott Township Water and Sewer Author-
ity, Lackawanna County; $2,850,000 is for
Westfall Municipal Sewage Authority, Pike
County; $800,000 is for the Township of
Tobyhanna Sewer Authority, Monroe Coun-
ty; $750,0000 is for Thompson Borough, Sus-
quehanna County; $900,000 is for Old
Lycoming Township Sewer Authority,
Lycoming County; and $700,000 is for
Lycoming County Water and Sewer Author-
ity for a public sewer extension in Arm-
strong Township, Lycoming County.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage in the bill directing the Secretary of
the Army to: use $225,000 to undertake re-
pairs to the flume and conduit at

Hagerman’s Run for the flood control project
at Williamsport, Pennsylvania; proceed with
design and construction of the Southeast
Louisiana, Louisiana, project using continu-
ing contracts consistent with the limit of
the authorized appropriation ceiling; incor-
porate the economic analyses for the Green
Ridge and Plot Sections of the Lackawanna
River, Scranton, Pennsylvania, project with
the analysis for the Albright Street section
of the project and cost-share and implement
the combined sections as single project; com-
bine three separate navigation improve-
ments projects in Wilmington Harbor, North
Carolina, into a single project; to use
$20,000,000 to initiate construction of the
Houston-Galveston Navigation Channels,
Texas, project and execute a Project Co-
operation Agreement for the entire author-
ized project.

The conferees are aware that the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers has determined,
pursuant to the requirements of Section
533(d) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996, that additional work to be car-
ried out on the Southeast Louisiana, Louisi-
ana, project with funds in excess of the
amount authorized to be appropriated in
Section 533(c) of said Act is technically
sound, environmentally acceptable, and eco-
nomic. Therefore, the conferees direct the
Corps of Engineers to proceed immediately
with design and construction of the entire
Southeast Louisiana project.

The conference agreement also includes
language that increases the appropriation
ceiling for the Rillito River, Arizona, project
and language that provides $5,000,000 for the
Corps of Engineers to initiate construction
of an emergency outlet from Devils Lake,
North Dakota, to the Sheyenne River subject
to a number of conditions. The Senate lan-
guage has been amended to make technical
corrections regarding the designation of the
project as an emergency.

The conference agreement deletes funds
earmarked in the House bill for the Flint
River, Michigan, project. The project has
been funded in the Operation and Mainte-
nance, General account.

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage contained in the Senate bill earmark-
ing funds for the Red River Emergency Bank
Protection, Arkansas, project.

The conferees direct the Secretary of the
Army to consider the recommendation of the
Special Reevaluation Report for the McCook
Reservoir, Illinois, project as developed by
the Corps of Engineers Chicago District. The
conference agreement deletes language con-
tained in the Senate bill regarding this issue.

The conference agreement also includes
bill language directing the Secretary of the
Army to use $2,000,000 to implement Section
211(f)(6) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996 and to reimburse the non-Federal
sponsor for a portion of the Federal share of
the project costs for the Brays Bayou, Texas,
project.

In light of the current budgetary situation,
the conferees are concerned with the funding
implications associated with any projects
which the Secretary of the Army approves
for construction by non-Federal sponsors
under reimbursement authorities, such as
Section 211 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996. The conferees are particu-
larly concerned with the ability to provide
funding for reimbursement agreements while
trying to meet the funding demands for on-
going Federal construction projects nation-
wide. Therefore, the conferees direct the Sec-
retary of the Army to notify the Committees
on Appropriations of the House and the Sen-
ate prior to initiating negotiations for a re-
imbursement agreement for construction of
any project. Such notification shall include
the total commitment and the annual re-

quirements that the Administration pro-
poses to support in future budget submis-
sions. The conferees urge the Secretary to
reimburse a non-Federal sponsor for applica-
ble costs only after the Secretary and the
non-Federal sponsor have entered into a for-
mal written agreement specifying the terms
and conditions for the reimbursement. Given
the need to establish a disciplined and or-
derly schedule for reimbursements, the con-
ferees expect that the terms of the agree-
ment will specify that reimbursements for
the Federal share of project costs will be pro-
vided on an incremental basis in accordance
with the terms of the agreement and on a
schedule that would be consistent with a
Federal construction schedule. In addition,
in recognition of the need to protect the Fed-
eral interest, the conferees suggest that the
Secretary include a provision in the agree-
ment that will allow the Secretary to with-
hold scheduled reimbursement to the non-
Federal sponsor or require the non-Federal
sponsor to remit previously received reim-
bursements in the event that the sponsor
fails to complete the entire project or a sepa-
rable element of the project.
FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBU-

TARIES, ARKANSAS, ILLINOIS, KENTUCKY, LOU-
ISIANA, MISSISSIPPI, MISSOURI, AND TEN-
NESSEE

The conference agreement appropriates
$296,212,000 for Flood Control, Mississippi
River and Tributaries instead of $285,450,000
as proposed by the House and $289,000,000 as
proposed by the Senate.

The conference agreement provides
$31,000,000 for the Mississippi River Levees
element of the Mississippi River and Tribu-
taries project. The increase over the budget
request shall be used to bring mainline lev-
ees up to grade as described in the House re-
port and to advance construction of the
Commerce to Birds Point levee in Missouri.

The conference agreement includes $900,000
with which the Corps of Engineers is directed
to complete preconstruction engineering and
design and initiate construction for the Lou-
isiana State Penitentiary Levee project.

The conferees expect the Corps of Engi-
neers to expedite work on East Goose Creek
in Oxford, Mississippi, under the Yazoo Basin
Demonstration Erosion Control Program.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate authorizing
and directing the Corps of Engineers to use
funds appropriated in this Act or previously
appropriated funds to complete remedial
measures to prevent slope instability at
Hickman Bluff, Kentucky.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage which directs the Secretary of the
Army to use up to $4,000,000, including
$1,900,000 appropriated in this Act, to dredge
Sardis Lake, Mississippi, at full Federal ex-
pense, and which directs the Secretary of the
Army to conduct, at full Federal expense,
the necessary environmental assessment and
impact studies for the initial components of
Sardis Lake development.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

The conference agreement appropriates
$1,740,025,000 for Operation and Maintenance,
General, instead of $1,726,955,000 as proposed
by the House and $1,661,203,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

The conferees have provided an additional
$150,000 under the McNary Lock and Dam
project in Oregon and Washington for the
Corps of Engineers to address questions and
concerns raised in litigation associated with
the Kennewick Man skeleton, ancient re-
mains found at Columbia Park on the Co-
lumbia River near Kennewick, Washington.
The additional funds will allow the Corps to
continue to store the remains in a manner
that preserves their scientific, historic, and
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cultural value, address questions regarding
testing of material, conduct site evaluations,
and acquire expert services.

The conferees agree with the language in
the Senate report regarding the Charleston
Harbor, South Carolina, project.

The conference agreement includes $400,000
for the Corps of Engineers to proceed with
the Corpus Christi Ship Channel, Rincon
Canal System, Texas, project as authorized
by Section 509 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996.

For the Green Bay Harbor, Wisconsin,
diked disposal project, the conferees expect
the Corps of Engineers to use the funds pro-
vided to expand the existing Section 123 fa-
cility at Bay Port using the local and state
approved designs. Further, the conferees in-
tend the Bay Port expansion to be funded
using the funding arrangements specified in
Section 201 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996.

The attention of the Corps of Engineers is
directed to the following projects in need of
maintenance of review: Alabama-Coosa
River navigation system; Brunswick Harbor,
Georgia; and Little and Murrells Inlets in
South Carolina.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage in the bill earmarking funds for the
following projects in the amounts specified:
Anclote River, Florida, $1,500,000; Beverly
Shores, Indiana, $1,700,000; Boston Harbor,
Massachusetts, $16,500,000; Flint River,
Michigan, $875,000; and Raystown Lake,
Pennsylvania, $4,690,000.

The conference agreement includes an ad-
ditional $2,170,000 for the Raystown Lake,
Pennsylvania, project for the Corps of Engi-
neers to implement recommendations of the
1992 update of the project Master Plan and
for continued operation and maintenance of
project facilities.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Housing directing the
Corps of Engineers to reimburse the local
sponsor for the Fort Myers Beach, Florida,
project for maintenance dredging performed
by the local sponsor using previously appro-
priated funds.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate which provides
that none of the funds appropriated in the
Act shall be used for the purpose of acquiring
land in Jasper County, South Carolina, in
connection with the Savannah Harbor navi-
gation project and language proposed by the
Senate authorizing and directing the Corps
of Engineers to dredge a navigation channel
in the Chena River at Fairbanks, Alaska.

Language has been included in the bill
which directs the Secretary of the Army to
use $6,000,000 of the funds appropriated in the
Act to extend the navigation channel on the
Allegheny River project to provide passenger
boat access to the Kittanning, Pennsylvania,
Riverfront Park.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage in the bill directing the Corps of Engi-
neers to use $2,500,000 to implement meas-
ures upstream of Lake Cumberland in Ken-
tucky to intercept and dispose of solid waste.
The conferees expect the Corps of Engineers
to proceed with this measure in a manner
that is economically feasible and in accord-
ance with applicable law.

REGULATORY PROGRAM

The conference agreement appropriates
$106,000,000 for the Regulatory Program as
proposed by the Senate instead of $112,000,000
as proposed by the House.

The conferees expect that the increase pro-
vided over the amount appropriated in fiscal
year 1997 will be used to begin implementa-
tion of an administrative appeals process for
the Corps of Engineers Regulatory Program.

Not later than 30 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary of the

Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers,
is urged to make a final decision with re-
spect to the permits applied for under permit
application number 95–2–00970 for the re-
placement of the existing 350-foot wood dock
with a 400-foot concrete extension of the ex-
isting Terminal 5 dock (including associated
dredging and filling) in the West Waterway
of the Duwamish River in Seattle, Washing-
ton. The Secretary shall not reject that ap-
plication on the basis of any claim of Indian
treaty rights, but shall leave any question
with respect to such rights to be determined
in the course of judicial review of his action
on the same basis as any other permit under
Section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1344).

FLOOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES

The conference agreement appropriates
$4,000,000 for Flood Control and Coastal
Emergencies instead of $14,000,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $10,000,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

The conferees have agreed to include the
language proposed by the Senate directing
that construction of the Ten and Fifteen
Mile Bayou channel enlargement project be
considered as an integral part of the St.
Francis Basin, Arkansas and Missouri,
project under the Mississippi River and Trib-
utaries account.

The conferees are concerned that funding
provided by PL 105–18, the Emergency Sup-
plemental Appropriations Act of 1997, is not
being vigorously applied to necessary repairs
and projects resulting from the disaster
events of 1996 and 1997 because of an overly
restrictive interpretation of PL 84–99 by the
Corps of Engineers.

For example, the Corps of Engineers has
determined that many of the levees in the
Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins,
California, which were affected by this year’s
catastrophic flood, are ineligible for repair
and rehabilitation with Flood Control and
Coastal Emergency funds due to conditions
which are considered to have existed before
the flood. In addition, some projects have
been rejected by not considering the eco-
nomic benefits to the system as a whole.

Problems across the country are similar,
where the Corps has ruled projects ineligible
that may be within the scope of the statute
and are likely to prevent even greater ex-
penditures should there be future disasters.
The problem is particularly acute because of
the unknown effects of the impending El
Nino weather system and the imminent
threat that it poses to many areas of the
country.

The conferees are committed to ensuring
that the people and their homes, schools, and
economic livelihoods, as well as critical in-
frastructure, are protected against future
floods and direct the Corps of Engineers to
perform an immediate reassessment of all
projects considered for funding under PL 105–
18 where PL 84–99 funding has been denied.
Every effort should be made to make use of
the previously-appropriated emergency funds
for any and all authorized purposes within
the entire reading of the statute.

FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION
PROGRAM

The conference agreement appropriates
$140,000,000 for the Formerly Utilized Sites
Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP) instead
of $110,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$162,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
conference agreement also transfers the
FUSRAP program from the Department of
Energy to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
for program execution. The Corps currently
manages and executes a similar program, the
Formerly Used Defense Sites program, for
the Department of Defense, and the con-
ferees believe there are significant cost and

schedule efficiencies to be gained by having
the Corps manage FUSRAP as well.

The conferees are aware of the concerns ex-
pressed that a transition from one Federal
agency to another may create unnecessary
delays in the program. The conferees expect
the Department of Energy and the Corps to
make every effort to ensure that this transi-
tion goes smoothly, that execution of the
program is maintained in accordance with
current schedules, and that overall execution
performance is improved. The Department of
Energy recently announced that it will com-
plete the existing management and operat-
ing contract for the FUSRAP program with
a contract change becoming effective in the
spring of 1998. The conferees expect the pro-
gram to continue within the existing con-
tract framework during that period, and will
expect minimal disruption in operations dur-
ing that time as the terms of current con-
tracts are honored.

The conferees direct the Corps of Engineers
to review the baseline cost, scope, schedule,
and technical assumptions for each of the
cleanup sites, and determine what actions
can be taken to reduce costs and accelerate
cleanup activities. The Corps should deter-
mine if it is possible and/or reasonable to
meet the proposed 2002 completion date and
report to the Committees on Appropriations
within 90 days on what steps must be taken
to meet this date.

The conferees expect the Chief of Engi-
neers to select an organization and process
within the Corps which can execute this high
priority program most effectively and effi-
ciently. To avoid potential jurisdictional
problems, however, overall program manage-
ment, schedule and resource priority setting,
and principal point of contact responsibil-
ities for FUSRAP are to be handled as part
of, and integrally with, the overall Civil
Works program of the Corps.

GENERAL EXPENSES

The conference agreement appropriates
$148,000,000 for General Expenses as proposed
by the House and the Senate.

REVOLVING FUND

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate which permits
the Corps of Engineers to use amounts in the
Revolving Fund for an addition to the Alas-
ka District’s main office building on Elmen-
dorf Air Force Base and which directs that
the Revolving Fund shall be reimbursed from
the benefiting appropriations by collections
each year of user fees sufficient to repay the
capital cost of the asset and to operate and
maintain the asset.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate which provides
that the Secretary of the Army, in fiscal
year 1998, shall advertise for competitive bid
at least 8,500,000 cubic yards of the hopper
dredge volume accomplished with Govern-
ment-owned dredges in fiscal year 1992 and
which, notwithstanding the provisions of
this section, authorizes the Secretary of the
Army to use the Corps of Engineers dredge
fleet to undertake projects under certain
conditions.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate which author-
izes and directs the Secretary of the Army to
provide planning, design, and construction
assistance to non-Federal interests in carry-
ing out water related environmental infra-
structure and environmental resources de-
velopment projects. The Senate language has
been amended to provide that the authority
will be limited to fiscal year 1998 and to
projects in the State of Alaska. The con-
ference agreement provides $5,000,000 for the
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Corps of Engineers to carry out the provi-
sions of this section.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate regarding the
Raritan River Basin, Greenbrook Sub-basin
flood control project in New Jersey. The Sen-
ate language has been amended to provide
that none of the funds made available under

this Act or any other Act for any fiscal year
may be used to construct the Oak Way de-
tention structure or the Sky Top detention
structure in Berkeley Heights, New Jersey,
rather than carry out any plan for, or other-
wise construct, the Oak Way detention
structure or the Sky Top detention structure
in Berkeley Heights, New Jersey.

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate which provides
that none of the funds appropriated in this
Act may be used to consider any application
for a permit that, if granted, would result in
the diversion of groundwater from the Great
Lakes basin.
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TITLE II

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACCOUNT

The conference agreement appropriates
$41,153,000 to carry out the provisions of the
Central Utah Project Completion Act as pro-
posed by the House and the Senate.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

The summary tables at the end of this title
set forth the conference agreement with re-
spect to the individual appropriations, pro-
grams, and activities of the Bureau of Rec-
lamation. Additional items of conference
agreement are discussed below.

WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES

The conference agreement appropriates
$694,348,000 for Water and Related Resources
instead of $651,931,000 as proposed by the
House and $688,379,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

The conference agreement includes
$56,442,000 for the Central Arizona Project,
$4,796,000 below the budget request. The con-
ferees direct that $3,245,000 of the reduction
be derived from native fish protection activi-
ties. The remainder of the reduction should
be derived from noncontract costs.

The conference agreement includes
$4,700,000 for the Applied Science and Tech-
nology Development program. Within the
amount provided, $1,000,000 is for completion
of the in-situ copper mining research project.
In addition, $300,000 has been provided for
Bureau of Reclamation oversight of that pro-
gram and for related technology transfer ac-
tivities.

The conference agreement includes an ad-
ditional $1,500,000 for the completion of de-
sign and initiation of construction of the fish
screen at the Contra Costa Canal intake at
Rock Slough in California.

The conference agreement includes an ad-
ditional $3,000,000 for the Anadromous Fish
Screen Program. Within funds available to
the Anadromous Fish Screen Program, in-
cluding funds appropriated in fiscal year
1997, the conferees direct the Bureau of Rec-
lamation to fund the following fish screen
projects at the levels indicated below: Rec-
lamation District 108, $5,000,000; Reclamation
District 1004, $2,625,000; and Princeton-Glenn-
Codora and Provident Irrigation Districts,
$2,500,000.

The conference agreement includes
$6,000,000 for the Animas-La Plata project as
proposed by the Senate. The conferees con-
tinue to support the Animas-La Plata
project in Colorado and New Mexico, which
is necessary to satisfy the requirements of
the Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Set-
tlement Act of 1988. Controversy has delayed
the construction of the project by the Bu-
reau of Reclamation despite the commit-
ments made in the Settlement Act and a
subsequent directive by the Congress that
those portions of the project which were ap-
proved under the Endangered Species Act
should be constructed without delay. In the
last year, the Governor of Colorado and the
Secretary of the Interior have convened the
project supporters and opponents in a proc-
ess intended to seek resolution of the con-
troversy. The Colorado process calls for a
project proposal from parties to the settle-
ment as well as one from those who oppose
the project as presently contemplated. The
conferees direct that funds previously appro-
priated for the project and still available are
to be used for the project and advancement
of a modified project from the process which
meets the original intent of the Settlement
to provide a new supply of water to meet the

present and future needs of the Ute Tribes
and the surrounding region. In the event
such a project is advanced, the Department
of the Interior and other Federal agencies
are directed to utilize to the fullest extent
the existing environmental compliance docu-
ments.

The conferees direct the Bureau of Rec-
lamation to notify the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the House and the Senate be-
fore reprogramming any funds from the
Equus Beds Groundwater Recharge Dem-
onstration Project in Kansas. The conferees
understand that the project is being cost
shared on a 50–50 basis.

The conference agreement includes $300,000
for the Bureau of Reclamation to work with
local interests to identify the most effective
voluntary water conservation practices ap-
plicable to the Walker River Basin in Ne-
vada, and to quantify the contribution that
voluntary conservation can make to solving
the water resources problems in Walker
Lake and the basin as a whole.

The conference agreement includes $400,000
for NEPA compliance and design activities
associated with the Rio Grande Conveyance/
Pipeline project in New Mexico and Texas.

The conferees are concerned with the im-
pacts on recreation and resident fish popu-
lations resulting from the operating regimes
at Hungry Horse and Grand Coulee Dams.
The Northwest Power Planning Council has
developed a regionally approved plan, known
as the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wild-
life Program, and the Secretary of the Inte-
rior, acting through the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, should consider the Council’s program
and operate the projects in a manner consist-
ent with the program.

The conferees direct that of the $500,000
provided for facility operation and mainte-
nance on the Newlands Project in Nevada,
that $300,000 shall be applied to the costs of
supplying water to the Stillwater National
Wildlife Refuge and to recovery of endan-
gered fish in accordance with the Truckee-
Carson Pyramid Lake Water Rights Settle-
ment Act, Public Law 101–618, and the Truck-
ee River Water Quality Agreement. Further,
$200,000 shall be used to assist the town of
Fernley, Nevada, and the Pyramid Lake
Tribe, on behalf of the town of Wadsworth in
evaluating the joint municipal water source
and delivery system, a wastewater convey-
ance source, and wastewater reclamation for
the Fernley Wildlife Management Area.

The conference agreement includes
$5,759,000 for the Wetland Development Pro-
gram. Within the amount recommended, the
conferees have included $1,450,000 under fish
and wildlife management and development
for the Bureau of Reclamation to undertake
Central Arizona Project fish and wildlife ac-
tivities.

The conferees are in agreement with the
language in the House report regarding oper-
ation and maintenance (O&M) costs, deficits,
and budget development. With regard to
water rate-setting policies, the conferees
urge the Bureau of Reclamation to review
and, where necessary, consider modification
to these policies to ensure that current O&M
water rates revenues are applied against
O&M expenses with any deficiency resulting
in an O&M deficit to the water contractor.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the House regarding the
Coolidge Dam, San Carlos Irrigation project
in Arizona.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate providing
$500,000 for the installation of drains in the
Pena Blanca area of New Mexico to prevent
seepage from Cochiti Dam.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate providing that
funds available for expenditure for the De-
partmental Irrigation Drainage Program
may be expended for site remediation on a
non-reimbursable basis.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate to increase the
authorized level of appropriations for the
municipal, rural, and industrial water sys-
tems for the Fort Berthold, Standing Rock,
and Spirit Lake Nation in order to allow ac-
tivities to continue. The Senate language
has been amended to make technical correc-
tions.

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate providing
$80,000 to complete the feasibility study of
alternatives for meeting the drinking water
needs on the Cheyenne River Sioux Reserva-
tion and surrounding communities in South
Dakota. Funding for this project is included
in the amount appropriated for Water and
Related Resources.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate providing that
the Secretary of the Interior may use
$2,500,000 for the McCall Area Wastewater
Reclamation and Reuse project in Idaho.

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate providing
$300,000 for planning studies and other activi-
ties for the Ute Reservoir Pipeline (Quay
County portion) in New Mexico. Funding for
this project is included in the amount appro-
priated for Water and Related Resources.

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate providing
$185,000 for a feasibility study of alternatives
for the Crow Creek Rural Water Supply Sys-
tem to meet the drinking water needs on the
Crow Creek Sioux Indian Reservation in
South Dakota. Funding for this project is in-
cluded in the amount appropriated for water
and related resources.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION LOAN PROGRAM

ACCOUNT

The conference agreement appropriates
$10,425,000 for the Bureau of Reclamation
Loan Program Account as proposed by the
House and Senate.

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT RESTORATION FUND

The conference agreement appropriates
$33,130,000 for the Central Valley Project
Restoration Fund as proposed by the Senate
instead of $39,130,000 as proposed by the
House.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage which provides that the Secretary of
the Interior shall levy additional mitigation
and restoration payments totaling no more
then $25,130,000 (October 1992 price levels) on
a three-year rolling average basis, as author-
ized by Section 3407(d) of Public Law 102–575.

CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA ECOSYSTEM

RESTORATION

The conference agreement appropriates
$85,000,000 for the California Bay-Delta Eco-
system Restoration program instead of
$120,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$50,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION

The conference agreement appropriates
$47,558,000 for Policy and Administration as
proposed by the Senate instead of $47,658,000
as proposed by the House.

SPECIAL FUNDS

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate regarding the
Reclamation Fund and the special fund in
the Treasury created by the Act of December
22, 1987. The Bureau of Reclamation has ad-
vised the conferees that this language is not
required.
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TITLE III

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

The summary tables at the end of this title
set forth the conference agreement with re-
spect to the individual appropriations, pro-
grams, and activities of the Department of
Energy. Additional items of conference
agreements are discussed below.

REPROGRAMMINGS

The conference agreement does not provide
the Department of Energy with any internal
reprogramming flexibility in fiscal year 1998
unless specifically identified in the House,
Senate, or conference reports. Any realloca-
tion of new or prior year budget authority or
prior year deobligations must be submitted
to the House and Senate Committees on Ap-
propriations in advance in writing and may
not be implemented prior to approval by the
Committees.

EXTERNAL REGULATION OF DEPARTMENT OF
ENERGY FACILITIES

The conference agreement directs that all
new nuclear facilities for which construction
starts in the year 2000 or beyond are to be
constructed in accordance with Nuclear Reg-
ulatory Commission (NRC) licensing stand-
ards. The Department is directed to consult
with the House and Senate Committees on
Appropriations should implementation of
this policy pose critical national security
concerns with respect to any particular nu-
clear facility.

SUPPORT SERVICE CONTRACTS

The conferees agree with the House report
language which directs the Department to
prepare a report on the use of support service
contractors and the use of management and
operating contractor and subcontractor em-
ployees detailed to Headquarters. This report
is due on January 30, 1998. The Department
should consult with the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations on the level
of detail required in this report.

The conferees continue to be concerned
about the Department’s inappropriate use of
support service contractors. The Department
continues to pay contractors to perform day
to day functions that should be performed by
Federal employees. There is a clear distinc-
tion between administrative support and
technical assistance. Support service con-
tractors can play an important and cost-ef-
fective role in supplying special technical ex-
pertise unavailable within the Department.
However, the conferees believe there has
been a distinct lack of responsible manage-
ment of these contractors. Therefore, the De-
partment is directed to develop a plan to
provide more effective management of sup-
port service contractors without increasing
the number of Federal employees. This plan
is to be submitted to Congress at the time of
the fiscal year 1999 budget submission. The
Department is directed to reduce the number
of support service contractors providing ad-
ministrative support and performing inher-
ently governmental functions. Remaining
support service contractors should include
only those providing specific technical as-
sistance with a well-defined product or serv-
ice as the deliverable and an established
completion date for the product or service.
These technical assistance contracts must
meet the Congressional intent of full and
open competition, fixed price contracts, and
performance-based management.

GENERAL REDUCTIONS NECESSARY TO
ACCOMMODATE SPECIFIC PROGRAM DIRECTIONS

In the event that specific program guid-
ance contained in the House, Senate, or con-
ference reports requires a general reduction
of available funding, such reductions shall
not be applied disproportionately against
any program, project, or activity.

ENERGY SUPPLY

The conference agreement includes
$906,807,000, instead of $880,730,000 as proposed

by the House and $966,940,000 as proposed by
the Senate. The conference agreement does
not include bill language extending the
availability of funds in this account beyond
fiscal year 1998.

SOLAR AND RENEWABLE ENERGY

The conference agreement includes
$346,266,000, which includes $301,962,000 for
the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renew-
able Energy and $44,304,000 representing re-
search done by the Office of Energy Re-
search. This action follows the direction pro-
vided by the House to put research back into
research and development. The Office of En-
ergy Efficiency and Renewable Energy and
the Office of Energy Research are directed to
work together to ensure that the Depart-
ment’s solar and renewable research and de-
velopment budget reflects the cooperation of
the two Offices. The Department is directed
to submit its fiscal year 1999 solar and re-
newable energy budget comprehensively, as
it is displayed in the table in this conference
report.

Photovoltaic energy systems.—From the
amount provided, $1,500,000 shall be directed
to university research to increase university
participation in this program and to fund the
acquisition of photovoltaic test equipment
at the participating institutions. Further-
more, while developing its FY 1999 budget re-
quest, the Department is encouraged to con-
sider the funding needs of university photo-
voltaic programs.

Solar thermal energy systems.—The con-
ference agreement does not include the Sen-
ate prohibition on funding to deploy addi-
tional dish/engine systems.

Biomass/biofuels.—The conference agree-
ment includes $98,385,000, which includes
$38,635,000 for research done by the Officer of
Energy Research. The conferees direct that
the funds be allocated in the following man-
ner: Within ‘‘Power systems’’—$1,500,000 for
thermal conversion, $23,000,000 for system de-
velopment, $3,000,000 for biomass cogenera-
tion, and $750,000 for the Gridley rice straw
project; and, within ‘‘Biofuels’’—$27,000,000
for ethanol production, including $4,000,000
for the biomass ethanol plant in Jennings,
Louisiana, and $2,500,000 for the Consortium
for Plant Biotechnology Research. The De-
partment is directed to provide $3,500,000 for
feedstock development and $2,000,000 for the
regional biomass program each to be equally
derived from the power systems and biofuels
programs.

Wind.—The conference agreement does not
include the House prohibition on funding for
incremental product improvement partner-
ships with manufacturers.

International solar energy.—The conference
agreement includes $1,375,000, an increase of
$625,000 over the amount provided by the
House. The conferees direct that the funding
be provided for the U.S. initiative on joint
implementation as provided in the Senate
report.

Hydrogen.—The conference agreement does
not include House language urging the De-
partment to avoid commitments to multi-
million dollar demonstration projects. The
conference agreement includes $3,000,000 for
the Russian—American Fuel Cell Consor-
tium, $1,000,000 less than the amount pro-
vided by the Senate.

Renewable Indian energy resources.—The
conference agreement includes $4,000,000, the
amount provided by the Senate, which in-
cludes: $2,000,000, the same amount as the
current year, for the Power Creek Hydro-
electric Project in Cordova, Alaska; $800,000
for the Old Harbor Hydroelectric Project in
the Village of Old Harbor, Alaska; $1,000,000
for the Upper Lynn Canal Regional Electric
Project in Skagway Bay, Alaska; and $100,000
to complete studies and confirm the feasibil-
ity of several small hydroelectric facilities
in the Village of Scammon Bay, Alaska.

Electric energy systems and storage.—The
conference agreement includes up to
$1,000,000 for a research and development
partnership to manufacture electric trans-
mission lines using aluminum matrix com-
posite materials.

Federal buildings/Remote power initiatives.—
The House and Senate each included propos-
als intended to direct the Department to
identify and pursue near term opportunities
to exploit the strengths of solar and renew-
able energy technologies. The conference
agreement includes both initiatives and pro-
vides $5,000,000 for these activities. The De-
partment is directed to provide the House
and Senate Committees on Appropriations
with a program plan which includes a fund-
ing profile, and criteria for awarding propos-
als. All proposals must include a cost benefit
analysis. The Department may approve only
proposals that have verifiable, favorable cost
benefits over a period of not more than ten
years. Cost benefits shall be based exclu-
sively on actual monetary costs and savings.

Program direction.—The conference agree-
ment includes $15,651,000 for program direc-
tion. The conferees have provided additional
funds to address the issues raised in the
House report with regard to program taxes.
In short, the Department has reallocated
program funds to pay for support service
contractors, equipment, travel, ‘‘cross-cut-
ting’’ activities, ‘‘Assistant Secretary initia-
tives’’ and other activities not described in
the budget request. All funding for support
service contracts and the aforementioned ac-
tivities is provided in program direction. The
Department is directed to end its practice of
taxing programs and to allocate funding to
programs in accordance with allocations
stipulated in appropriations bills.

Excessive carryover balances.—The conferees
strongly endorse the concerns expressed in
the House report and direct that the Depart-
ment allocate the prior year balance adjust-
ment to programs with consideration given
to which programs have available carryover
funds. The conferees direct that the Depart-
ment allocate new budget authority for solar
and renewable programs after making an ad-
justment which reflects a careful analysis of
each program’s share of carryover balances.

Executive Order 12902.—The conference
agreement includes the Senate recommenda-
tion that the assessment and report be done
by the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB).

NUCLEAR ENERGY

University reactor fuel assistance and sup-
port.—The recommendation is $7,000,000, a
$3,000,000 increase over the current fiscal
year. The Department is directed to include
appropriate laboratories, industry groups
and universities in this program. The con-
ference agreement provides $2,200,000 for the
core university reactor fuel program and an-
other $2,200,000 for the peer-reviewed Nuclear
Engineering Education Research (NEER)
program. None of the funds are to be pro-
vided to industry and no less than $5,000,000
is to be made available to universities par-
ticipating in this program.

Termination costs.—The conference agree-
ment includes $77,035,000, including a total of
$33,000,000 for electrometallurgical-related
activities. An additional $12,000,000 is pro-
vided for nuclear technology research and
development in Other Defense Activities.
The conference agreement does not include
the Senate recommendation to provide
$3,000,000 for the advanced light water reac-
tor program. The conference agreement in-
cludes the Senate reduction to the budget re-
quest, $1,500,000, for management studies and
evaluations.
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Isotope support.—The conference agreement

recommendation for isotope support shall in-
clude funds for isotope production and dis-
tribution including alpha-emitter produc-
tion, chemistry research and preclinical
studies.

Program direction.—The conference agree-
ment combines the separate program direc-
tion lines in the uranium, isotope support
and other nuclear energy programs. The
amount provided, $21,000,000, is $5,110,000
more than the amount provided by the House
and $3,066,000 less than the comparable
amount in the budget request.

ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND HEALTH

The conference agreement includes
$66,050,000, of which $23,550,000 is provided for
program direction. The conferees have pro-
vided a more balanced distribution of the
program direction funding by providing an
additional $20,000,000 in the defense environ-
ment, safety and health program.

MAGNETIC FUSION ENERGY

The conferees have adopted the Senate
title for this program. The conference agree-
ment provides $232,000,000 which includes
$2,000,000 for fusion irradiation activities
currently funded under the domestic nuclear
energy program.

FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS

The conference agreement includes a
$31,535,000 adjustment reflecting availability
of prior year balances, an increase of
$13,000,000 to the adjustment recommended
by the House. The Department is directed to
evaluate availability of prior year balances
and allocate this reduction based on that
evaluation.

NON-DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

The conference agreement appropriates
$497,059,000 instead of $497,619,000 as proposed
by the House and $664,684,000 as proposed by
the Senate. The conferees have agreed to
transfer the Formerly Utilized Sites Reme-
dial Action Program (FUSRAP) to the Corps
of Engineers, and funding for this program is
contained in Title I of the bill.

The conferees direct the Department of En-
ergy to assess the cost of decommissioning
the Southwest Experimental Fast Oxide Re-
actor site in Arkansas and provide a report
to the Committees on Appropriations by
September 30, 1998. The conferees further ac-
knowledge the purpose of the Integrated Pe-
troleum Environmental Consortium, but do
not believe this initiative properly falls
within the jurisdiction of the Energy and
Water Development Appropriations Sub-
committees.

The conference agreement funds the Uni-
versity Research Program in Robotics at a
level of $4,000,000 in the Defense Environ-
mental Restoration and Waste Management
appropriation account.

The conferees are aware that Advanced Nu-
clear & Medical Systems Inc. (ANMS) which
had been the principal proponent for delay-
ing the deactivation and decommissioning of
the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) at Rich-
land, Washington, has withdrawn its pro-
posal to convert the FFTF for tritium and
medical isotope production. On the basis of
the original proposal, the Department has
delayed until December 1998 a decision to
shut down the reactor, increasing the costs
to the government of maintaining the reac-
tor in a standby condition. The conferees di-
rect the Department to make a determina-
tion on the continued standby status of the
FFTF as part of the fiscal year 1999 budget
submission.
URANIUM ENRICHMENT DECONTAMINATION AND

DECOMMISSIONING FUND

The conference agreement appropriates
$220,200,000 as proposed by the House instead

of $230,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
conference agreement retains bill language
proposed by the House providing funds for
the uranium and thorium reimbursement
program, and increases the funding level of
$40,000,000. The conferees agree with the
House proposed reporting requirements.

SCIENCE

The conference agreement includes
$2,235,708,000, $28,076,000 more than House and
$12,631,000 more than the comparable Senate
amount.

High energy physics.—The conference agree-
ment provides $680,035,000 for high energy
physics. This is the amount provided by the
House and represents a $5,000,000 increase
over the amount requested by the Adminis-
tration.

Nuclear physics.—The conference agree-
ment provides $320,925,000 for nuclear phys-
ics. This is the amount provided by the
House and represents a $5,000,000 increase
over the amount requested by the Adminis-
tration.

BIOLOGICAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH

The conferees support the peer-reviewed
nuclear medicine research program in bio-
logical imaging at the University of Califor-
nia Los Angeles and strongly encourage the
Department to fully fund that research in
fiscal year 1998.

The Department of Energy will initiate
and carry out a rigorous, peer- reviewed re-
search program that will apply the molecu-
lar level knowledge gained from the Depart-
ment’s human genome and structural biol-
ogy research to ascertain the effects on lev-
els ranging from cells to whole organisms
that arise from low-dose-rate exposures to
energy and defense-related insults (such as
radiation and chemicals). By providing a sci-
entific basis for determining the effects of
low-dose exposure, this program will lead to
reductions in the uncertainties inherent in
current calculations and the development of
new, more reliable risk management meth-
ods. The ultimate goal is adequate, cost ef-
fective health protection for workers and the
public from radiation, chemicals and waste
clean-up that is commensurate with actual
risks.

The conferees have included $3,000,000 for
this effort in fiscal year 1998 and direct the
Department to develop a multi-year program
plan, including budgets, for the subsequent
ten years.

The conference agreement includes
$4,000,000 to upgrade a nuclear radiation cen-
ter to accommodate boron neutron capture
therapy (BNCT) research in conjunction with
the University of California—Davis. BNCT is
the selective irradiation of tissue for treat-
ment of inoperable brain tumors. The con-
ference agreement also includes $7,500,000 for
design, planning and construction of an ex-
pansion of the Medical University of South
Carolina’s cancer research center. This addi-
tion will provide research and treatment
areas for the utilization of Positron Emis-
sion Tomography, using metabolic bio-mark-
ers, a ribozyme-based gene therapy. The con-
ferees are aware of the high rate of cancer
nationwide, the need to translate basic bio-
marker research to direct application, and
the need for expansion of this facility. The
conferees have provided $3,000,000 to develop
proton scanning technology. This effort uti-
lizes the existing proton therapy capabilities
at the Proton Cancer Treatment Center at
Loma Linda Medical Center in California in
cooperation with the Fermi National Accel-
erator Laboratory. This effort will expand
the use of this superior radiation treatment,
enabling more precise, safe, and effective
treatment of breast, lung and other cancers,
without disabling side effects. The con-
ference agreement also includes $3,000,000 for

cancer treatment efforts included in the
Medical Research Initiative at the Univer-
sity of Rochester Medical Center.

The conference agreement includes
$2,000,000 for Englewood Hospital in New Jer-
sey which employs a condensed diagnosis
process in its breast cancer treatment pro-
gram. The conference agreement also in-
cludes $10,000,000 for the Northeast Regional
Cancer Institute for innovative research that
supports the Department’s exploration of mi-
crobial genetics. The Department will bene-
fit from the Institute’s unique assets to pur-
sue medical research related to the Human
Genome Project. Also, recent breakthrough
findings indicate that there is a third form of
life, the Archaea, whose unique properties
allow them to flourish under extreme condi-
tions. Understanding the genetic basis of
these properties promises to lead to diverse
applications and public benefit. The Depart-
ment has played an early and leading role in
supporting this research. This new collabora-
tion will expand the Department’s explo-
ration of the science and applications of
these results for its energy, environmental,
and health effects missions. The conference
agreement also includes $2,500,000 for design,
planning and construction of a science and
engineering center at Highlands University
in Las Vegas, New Mexico.

Human Genome Project.—The conference
agreement does not include House language
opposing the increase proposed in the budget
request to evaluate ethical, legal and social
implications of genome research.

National Institute for Global and Environ-
mental Change (NIGEC).—The conference
agreement includes $8,200,000, the amount
provided in the budget request.

BASIC ENERGY SCIENCES

Experimental Program to Stimulate Competi-
tive Research (EPSCoR).—The conference
agreement includes $7,000,000, the amount
provided in the budget request.

OTHER ENERGY RESEARCH

Computational and technology research.—
The conference agreement does not include
House language regarding the transfer of
funds to the fusion program, nor the Senate
language regarding computer equipment for
the Institute for Computational Chemistry
and Molecular Modeling.

University and Science Education.—The con-
ference agreement does not include the Sen-
ate proposal to provide $10,000,000 for this
program.

NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL FUND

The conference agreement appropriates
$160,000,000 as proposed by both the House
and the Senate, including $4,000,000 to be
made available to the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission for multi-purpose canister li-
censing, as proposed by the Senate. The
agreement includes no funding for the State
of Nevada as proposed by the House, instead
of $1,500,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
agreement includes $5,000,000 for affected
units of local government instead of $0 as
proposed by the House and $6,175,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

The agreement includes a reduction of
$11,950,000 from the science program and a re-
duction of $16,000,000 for personnel costs,
training and travel expenses for Federal em-
ployees, support service contractors, non-
safety related training for contractor em-
ployees, cooperative agreements and other
programs not directly associated with the
performance of characterization and interim
storage activities.

The conferees fully expect the Office of Ci-
vilian Radioactive Waste Management to
achieve its Strategic Alignment Initiative
targets for fiscal year 1998.

The conferees recognize the capability and
availability of resources at the University of
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Nevada-Las Vegas to store data and sci-
entific studies related to Yucca Mountain
and encourage the Department to maximize
utilization of this resource.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

The conference agreement appropriates
$218,747,000 for Departmental Administration
instead of $214,723,000 as proposed by the
House and $220,847,000 as proposed by the
Senate. Revenues of $131,330,000 are esti-
mated to be received in fiscal year 1998, re-
sulting in a net appropriation of $87,417,000.

The conference agreement deletes bill lan-
guage proposed by the Senate providing addi-
tional amounts for cost of work for others
provided that such increases are offset by
revenue increases of the same or greater
amount.

The conference agreement directs the De-
partment to reduce staffing through buyouts
and attrition to the level which can be ap-
propriately supported within the available
funds provided for fiscal year 1998. No direc-
tion to the Department to reduce specific or-
ganizations has been provided, but the Con-
ferees expect the Department to assess ob-
jectively the workload and value added by
many of these support and administrative
organizations and the redundancy existing
with program organizations which have their
own support staffs. Staffing reductions are
not to be prorated across every organization.

Of the amount provided for other expenses
within Departmental Administration,
$1,623,000 is available for salaries and ex-
penses in the Office of the Secretary to pay
the salaries and expenses of employees other-
wise on detail to the Office of the Secretary.

The conferees have provided $6,000,000 for a
corporate management information system.
The Department is directed to provide de-
tailed information on the systems to be ac-
quired, project costs and milestones, and a
description of how these new systems will
consolidate, eliminate, or integrate with all
of the Department’s current information sys-
tems. This detailed analysis is to be provided
as part of the fiscal year 1999 budget submis-
sion.

The conference agreement provides re-
programming authority of $1,000,000 or 10
percent, whichever is less, within the De-
partmental Administration account. This
should provide the needed flexibility to man-
age this account. Congressional notification
of the use of this authority is to be provided
on a quarterly basis.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

The conference agreement includes
$27,500,000, as proposed by both the House
and Senate.

ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

WEAPONS ACTIVITIES

The conference agreement appropriates
$4,146,692,000 instead of $3,943,442,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $4,302,450,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate providing that
funds are available until expended, and that
funding for any ballistic missile defense pro-
gram undertaken by the Department of En-
ergy for the Department of Defense must be
provided in accordance with procedures es-
tablished for Work for Others by the Depart-
ment of Energy.

Stockpile stewardship.—The conference
agreement supports increased funding for
many activities in the core stockpile stew-
ardship program with the following specific
adjustments. An additional $45,000,000 has
been provided for the core research and ad-
vanced technology program and enhanced
non-nuclear component assessment and ex-
perimental activities. As directed by the
Senate, $15,000,000 is provided to develop an

in-house, contingent source of radiation
hardened microelectronics. An increase of
$20,000,000 over the budget request is pro-
vided for the accelerated strategic comput-
ing initiative for a total of $224,800,000. An
appropriation of $177,002,000, an increase of
$20,000,000 over the request, is provided to
maintain a readiness capability to conduct
an underground nuclear test at the Nevada
test site. An additional $30,000,000 is provided
for infrastructure and equipment needs at
the national laboratories and the Nevada
test site.

The conferees understand that the Depart-
ment has unique capabilities to assist the
Department of Defense in its mission of land
mine remediation. The conferees urge the
Department to develop a proposal for a Work
for Others program with the Department of
Defense that would involve testing and dem-
onstration of DOE land mine detection tech-
nology at the Nevada Test Site.

The conferees are aware of the significant
scientific and technological advances made
in the pulsed power program over the past
year on the Z-accelerator at Sandia National
Laboratory. The Department should support
continued Z-physics experiments and im-
proved diagnostic capabilities in the coming
year.

Within the technology transfer program,
$10,000,000 is provided for the American Tex-
tile Partnership (AMTEX). No funds are pro-
vided for the Partnership for Next Genera-
tion Vehicles.

The conference agreement does not provide
additional funding for the inertial confine-
ment fusion program, but expects the De-
partment to allocate existing funds to fully
exploit the capabilities of the Nike, Omega,
and Nova lasers.

Stockpile management.—For core stockpile
management, the conference agreement pro-
vides $2,052,150,000, which includes the fol-
lowing adjustments to the budget request.
An additional $35,000,000 is provided in sup-
port of the W87 program and to provide capa-
bility at the Y–12 plant in Oak Ridge, Ten-
nessee, in preparation for expected stockpile
life extension program, $7,500,000 is provided
for enhanced surveillance activities, and
$35,000,000 is provided for manufacturing and
infrastructure initiatives. Joint development
of manufacturing technologies with labora-
tories is increased by $5,000,000, and $7,500,000
is provided for the Department’s environ-
mental surety program. An additional
$10,000,000 is recommended to sustain the
modernization of the weapons complex begun
last year; and an additional $8,000,000 is in-
cluded to continue upgrades to the existing
tritium recycling facility.

Within the budget request for stockpile
management, the Department included
$45,200,000 for safeguards and security activi-
ties at the Rocky Flats, Colorado, and
Fernald, Ohio, environmental cleanup sites.
The conference agreement transfers that
funding to the Defense Facilities Closure
Projects account.

The conferees have not provided funding
for improvements to Greenville Road in
Livermore, California. The City of Liver-
more has sought for several years to have
funds appropriated in this bill for highway
construction. The conferees are reluctant to
proceed down the path of funding highways
at every Department of Energy facility and
urge the City to seek funding from more ap-
propriate sources.

Program direction.—For program direction
funding, the conference agreement provides
$250,000,000, a reduction of $53,500,000 from
the budget request. The Department antici-
pates carrying unobligated funds into fiscal
year 1998 which will supplement this appro-
priation. The reduction is imposed in part
because of the conferees’ frustration that the

program has been unable to reduce its em-
ployee levels to those established by the De-
partment’s own Strategic Alignment Initia-
tive. The Department is directed to meet the
Strategic Alignment Initiative personnel
ceilings which have been established for the
defense programs organization in fiscal year
1998, and to impose the reduction in a man-
ner that results in the implementation of the
recommendations made by the Institute for
Defense Analysis in its 120 day review of the
program’s management structure.

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND
WASTE MANAGEMENT

The conference agreement appropriates
$4,429,438,000 for Defense Environmental Res-
toration and Waste Management instead of
$5,263,270,000 as proposed by the House and
$5,654,974,000 as proposed by the Senate. Ad-
ditional funding of $890,800,000 is contained
in the Defense Facilities Closure Projects ac-
count and $200,000,000 for Environmental
Management Privatization, for a total of
$5,520,238,000 provided for all defense environ-
mental management activities.

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage included by the Senate earmarking
funds for closure projects. The conference
agreement includes the Senate language pro-
viding that funds are available until ex-
pended.

Environmental restoration.—The conference
agreement provides $1,010,973,000 for environ-
mental restoration, which is the budget re-
quest for all sites with only two exceptions.
The conference agreement moves funding of
$743,600,000, the budget request included in
environmental restoration for the Rocky
Flats and Fernald sites, from this program
to a new appropriation account, Defense Fa-
cilities Closure Projects.

An additional $10,000,000 has been included
in the environmental restoration program to
accelerate cleanup at those sites or facilities
which can effectively reduce outyear mort-
gage costs with small incremental funding
increases. The conferees view the accelera-
tion of cleanup of the Hanford 100 area as a
prime example of a project that should con-
tinue to receive support. A small increase in
funds provided in fiscal year 1998 could expe-
dite the cleanup of reactors along the Colum-
bia River in Hanford’s 100 area and signifi-
cantly reduce the outyear mortgages.

Waste management.—The conference agree-
ment includes the funding level of
$1,571,644,000 proposed by the Senate for the
waste management program, an increase of
$35,000,000 over the budget request. The addi-
tional funding should be used to continue
critical ongoing activities at the Defense
Waste Processing Facility in South Carolina,
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant in New Mex-
ico, and the Hanford tank farm in Washing-
ton. The conferees have included in the funds
otherwise available for the Waste Isolation
Pilot Plant, $1,748,000, the same as the cur-
rent year, for the Environmental Evaluation
Group.

Nuclear materials and facilities stabiliza-
tion.—The conference agreement includes
$1,256,821,000 for nuclear materials and facili-
ties stabilization. The recommendation in-
cludes an additional $43,000,000 over the
budget request for operation of facilities at
the Savannah River Site to accelerate sta-
bilization of ‘‘at risk’’ spent nuclear fuel cur-
rently stored at the site. The conferees agree
with the House language on the need for a
status report on these activities and direct
that it be submitted by November 15, 1997.
The conference agreement also provides an
additional $15,000,000 for the National Spent
Fuel Program.

At the request of the Department, the con-
ference agreement consolidates two prior
year construction projects at the Savannah
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River Site, the Health Physics Site Support
Facility and the Environmental Monitoring
Laboratory.

Technology development.—The conference
agreement provides $220,000,000 for the tech-
nology development program. As proposed by
the House, $4,000,000 is provided for the Uni-
versity Research Program in Robotics. Fund-
ing of $5,000,000 is provided for the domestic
and international technology systems appli-
cations programs, and the budget request of
$40,066,000 is provided to support the private
industry programs.

The conference agreement provides
$27,000,000 to support the Department’s ef-
forts to deploy cost-effective new tech-
nologies. Deployment of new technologies is
a strategic activity affecting virtually all
environmental management programs and
sites, and should be strongly supported as a
complex-wide program, not another initia-
tive established and maintained in isolation
in the technology development organization.

The conferees acknowledge the work done
by the Department’s Environmental Manage-
ment Advisory Board (EMAB) in reviewing
these deployment proposals, and would like
to focus the panel on efforts to change
records of decision which hamper the consid-
eration and implementation of new tech-
nologies which may be faster and more cost
effective than traditional cleanup remedies.

Six months after enactment of this Act
and semi-annually thereafter, the Depart-
ment is to provide a report to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations on the technologies
under development within the program. The
report should provide a description of each
technology and its applications, an account-
ing of the Department’s investment to date
in the technology, and an anticipated return
on investment.

The conferees note that technologies de-
veloped under this program will be of little
or no value to the Department unless they
are incorporated into the Department’s envi-
ronmental management records of decision.
Regardless of the Department’s tendency to-
ward ‘‘stove-pipe’’ organizational arrange-
ments, the Assistant Secretary of Environ-
mental Management is to ensure that the
Department’s contractors are made aware of
and utilize technologies developed by this
program.

The conference report accompanying the
fiscal year 1997 Energy and Water Develop-
ment Appropriations Act included a rec-
ommendation that the Department continue
technology development on alternatives that
might achieve satisfactory cleanup results at
a significantly lower cost. The conferees be-
lieve that it would be prudent for the De-
partment to maintain a research and devel-
opment program that focuses on higher risk,
high-payoff processing and vitrification
technologies in parallel with ongoing efforts
that could serve as a backup in the event
conditions change. The conferees reaffirm
the recommendation stated last year and
strongly urge the Department to undertake
a joint, cooperative effort between the Of-
fices of Waste Management and Technology
Development to assess the effectiveness and
technical feasibility of the modular in-can
and in-tank vitrification technology consist-
ent with the fiscal year 1997 Energy and
Water Development Appropriations con-
ference agreement.

The conferees urge the Department to sup-
port a joint, cooperative effort between the
Offices of Technology Development, Environ-
mental Restoration, Waste Management, and
Nuclear Materials and Facilities Stabiliza-
tion to develop a program to accelerate
cleanup of lands which can be transferred to
the public sector for other uses. Technology
demonstrations should be directed to con-
taminated Department of Energy sites dem-

onstrating the capability of applying inte-
gration of technologies to recover useful
lands for transfer to the public sector. These
demonstrations should be in diverse regions
of the country with the emphasis on a return
on investment (ROI) analysis with firm
schedules and cost analyses that support the
ROI analysis. The lands should be deter-
mined by the ability to transfer them to the
private sector in three to five years. The
changes required to regulations, based on ex-
pected reductions of risk, increased public
safety, and financial benefit to the govern-
ment must be a specific end product of this
demonstration. Reports on progress of these
programs should be submitted to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations for information
on an annual basis with emphasis on comple-
tion of specific land restoration in three
years.

Environmental science program.—The con-
ferees are pleased with the progress to date
in implementing the environmental basic re-
search science program, and have provided
$55,000,000 for this activity in fiscal year 1998,
an increase of $5,000,000 over the budget re-
quest. From these funds, $48,000,000 has been
provided for the basic science program, and
$7,000,000 for risk policy. Of the risk policy
funding, $4,000,000 is provided for the Consor-
tium for Risk Evaluation with Stakeholder
Participation (CRESP).

The conferees agree that the Department
is to provide to the Committees on Appro-
priations a list of each research grant that
has been funded, a description of what clean-
up problem is to be addressed, and how the
grantee is to interact with the Department
and field sites to address the specific prob-
lems.

Privatization.—The conference agreement
provides $200,000,000 for the environmental
privatization program to guarantee the Fed-
eral government’s commitment to a variety
of projects for which private financing will
be sought by the contractors involved in bid-
ding on these activities at Department of
Energy sites. This funding is to be allocated
consistent with the direction provided in the
Fiscal Year 1998 National Security Author-
ization Act. An additional $32,100,000 for the
two privatization projects proposed for
Fernald, Ohio, has been provided in the De-
fense Facilities Closure Projects account.

The conferees support statements in the
Senate committee report on the importance
of the tank waste remediation system
(TWRS) privatization project. TWRS is an
absolutely essential cleanup priority for the
Hanford site. The conferees further believe
that the funds provided by the conference
agreement are sufficient for TWRS to pro-
ceed on schedule. Combined with last year’s
appropriation, the total budget authority
provided by Congress for TWRS underscores
the commitment to see this project com-
pleted.

The conferees also recognize the impor-
tance of meeting cleanup milestones at the
Idaho National Engineering and Environ-
mental Laboratory in the court-ordered set-
tlement agreement between the Department
and the State of Idaho. Adequate funds
should be provided for this purpose.

Program direction.—The conferees have pro-
vided $345,000,000 for the program direction
account. The Department will carry unobli-
gated balances into fiscal year 1998 which
will increase the funding available in this ac-
count.

Economic development.—The conference
agreement maintains the current policy that
no cleanup funds are to be used for economic
development activities. The conferees have
provided $61,159,000 in the worker and com-
munity transition program which was estab-
lished and authorized to fund such activities,
and expect all economic development activi-
ties to be funded from that program.

DEFENSE FACILITIES CLOSURE PROJECTS

The conference agreement appropriates
$890,800,000 for the Defense Facilities Closure
Projects account instead of $905,800,000 as
proposed by the House and $65,000,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. The Department re-
quested $15,000,000 for closure projects as
part of the Defense Environmental Restora-
tion and Waste Management appropriation
account. The conference agreement has es-
tablished a separate appropriation account
for closure projects to provide maximum vis-
ibility and accountability for program ac-
tivities.

Last year the conferees expressed signifi-
cant interest in accelerating closure of envi-
ronmental management sites and urged the
Department to provide adequate funds to
support this effort at sites which could be
cleaned up within ten years with a notable
reduction in mortgage costs due to the accel-
erated schedule. The Administration’s fiscal
year 1998 budget request did not implement
this direction. The conferees consider this a
very important issue, and have established a
separate appropriation account to fund those
Department of Energy sites which have an
established cost, schedule, and project plan
which permits closure of the entire site by
2006. At this time, the conferees are aware of
only two sites which meet this criteria:
Rocky Flats, Colorado, and Fernald, Ohio.
The Department is urged to develop firm
cost, schedule, and technical plans for other
sites such as Mound and the RMI Ashtabula
project in Ohio which can be closed by 2006,
and include those sites in this account in the
fiscal year 1999 budget request.

The conferees are aware that portions of
other sites which will continue to have a De-
partment of Energy presence beyond 2006 are
also candidates for accelerated cleanup ac-
tivities. To accommodate those sites such as
Savannah River, Hanford, and Oak Ridge,
the conferees have provided additional fund-
ing in the defense environmental restoration
program to accelerate cleanup activities.
Sites with a continued Federal presence be-
yond 2006 are not candidates for the closure
projects account.

The conferees are pleased that the Depart-
ment now supports a 2006 closure date for the
Rocky Flats site in Colorado. With a rel-
atively small increase in funding over the
budget request in fiscal year 1998, it is an-
ticipated that total project costs of
$1,000,000.000 can be saved. The Department’s
budget included $598,850,000 for Rocky Flats
in various program accounts including
$44,000,000 funded in the Weapons Activity
account for safeguards activities. The con-
ference agreement consolidates all of this
funding and provides an additional $33,250,000
for a total of $632,100,000 for cleanup activi-
ties.

Current cost projections indicate that clos-
ing the Fernald, Ohio, site by 2006 would cost
approximately $2,500,000,000, while closing it
by 2011 increases costs to approximately
$2,800,000,000. The conferees’ recommendation
of $258,700,000 provides the budget request
from the environmental restoration pro-
gram, $1,200,000 for safeguards from the
Weapons Activities appropriations,
$25,200,000 for the Waste Pits Remedial Ac-
tion project, and $6,900,000 for the Silo 3 Res-
idue Waste Treatment project.

As part of the fiscal year 1999 budget sub-
mittal, the Department is directed to pro-
vide adequate detail showing the cost, scope,
schedule, and technical assumptions which
support these project closures by 2006. The
Department is directed to ensure that the
budget justifications provide adequate detail
to permit Congress to track closure progress
on an annual basis.

The current management and organization
structure in the Environmental Management
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program at the Department does not lend it-
self to the successful management of dy-
namic projects with established completion
dates and fixed price costs. Federal manage-
ment of such projects requires skills quite
different from the level of effort activities
often performed at DOE sites. The Depart-
ment is directed to provide the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations with-
in 60 days of enactment of this bill with a de-
tailed plan outlining a proposed project man-
agement structure which reduces the numer-
ous layers of Federal bureaucracy through
which closure projects must report.

OTHER DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

The conference agreement includes the
Senate language providing that funds are
available until expended.

The conference agreement appropriates
$1,666,008,000 for Other Defense Activities in-
stead of $1,580,504,000 as proposed by the
House and $1,637,981,000 as proposed by the
Senate. Details of the conference agreement
are provided below.

NONPROLIFERATION AND NATIONAL SECURITY

The conference agreement provides
$658,300,000 for nonproliferation and national
security instead of $586,700,000 as proposed by
the House and $662,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

Within the funding for arms control, a
total of $29,600,000 is provided for the Initia-
tives for Proliferation Prevention (IPP). The
House language requiring a separate report
on the IPP program is eliminated. However,
the conferees expect the Department to en-
sure that these funds are used only for ac-
tivities directly related to preventing the ex-
odus of nuclear weapons scientists from the
former Soviet Union.

From within available funds for arms con-
trol, the conference agreement provides
$10,000,000 for nuclear material security at a
site in Kazakstan.

The conference agreement provides
$30,000,000, an increase of $10,000,000 over the
budget request, for the Department’s secu-
rity investigations program. The conferees
are aware that the Department’s budget re-
quest was not sufficient to support the nec-
essary number of security clearances re-
quired in fiscal year 1998.

The conference agreement provides
$82,900,000 for the program direction account.
The conferees direct the Department to meet
the Strategic Alignment Initiative personnel
ceilings which have been established for the
nonproliferation and national security orga-
nization in fiscal year 1998 and beyond.
ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND HEALTH (DEFENSE)

The conference agreement provides
$94,000,000, an increase of $40,000,000 over the
budget request, for defense-related environ-
ment, safety and health activities. The rec-
ommendation provides the Senate funding
level for programmatic activities, and
$20,000,000 for the program direction account.
Included in the recommendation is $2,000,000
for the final year of the Hanford thyroid
study.

WORKER AND COMMUNITY TRANSITION

The conference agreement provides
$61,159,000 for the worker and community
transition program instead of $56,000,000 as
provided by the House and $62,000,000 as pro-
vided by the Senate. The conferees direct
that no other Departmental funds be used to
provide enhanced severance payments and
other benefits under the provisions of Sec-
tion 3161 of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act of Fiscal Year 1993, and that the De-
partment provide a report by March 30, 1998,
regarding the future need and justification
for the program.

The conferees direct that none of the funds
provided for this program be used for addi-

tional severance payments and benefits for
Federal employees of the Department of En-
ergy. Federal employees are covered by a
multitude of laws which control employee
benefits and protections during the
downsizing of Federal agencies.

The Department submitted a budget
amendment to establish an asset manage-
ment pilot projects program within DOE and
to sell or lease five specific assets. The con-
ferees support this initiative, but funding
considerations will not permit DOE to retain
the net proceeds from the sales or leases.
The Department is urged to proceed with im-
plementation of the asset sales program
under the current guidelines which permit
the Department to retain proceeds from the
sales and leases to the extent they are need-
ed to cover the administrative costs of exe-
cuting the sale or lease. The conferees are
aware of the proposal for the national pilot
program for electronics recovery and recy-
cling, and have provided $3,500,000 to initiate
this program.

The conferees recognize the reductions in
the defense work force at the Nevada Test
Site as a consequence of defense downsizing.
Of the eleven defense facilities sites engaged
in downsizing, the Nevada Test Site experi-
enced the second highest reduction in full
time equivalent employees. However, Nevada
has received less community transition sup-
port than any other qualifying defense facil-
ity. The conferees urge the Secretary to en-
sure equitable worker and community tran-
sition funding.

FISSILE MATERIALS DISPOSITION

The conference agreement provides the
budget request of $103,796,000 for fissile mate-
rials disposition. The Department is com-
mended for its recognition that, despite the
controversy it evokes, the burn-up of pluto-
nium in mixed-oxide fuel is the preferred
method of disposing of large volumes of
weapons grade plutonium. The conferees ex-
pect the Department to adhere to the sched-
ule and process for selection of contractors
for the mixed-oxide fuel plant and reactors
in fiscal year 1998.

However, the conferees direct that the
principle objective of the materials disposi-
tion program be the conversion of Russian
and United States classified materials
shapes with special emphasis on weapon pri-
mary ‘‘pits’’ into non-weapons usable, verifi-
able shapes and forms. Material in classified
shapes is by far the most attractive for di-
version, theft or weapons reassembly, and for
that reason this class of material requires
immediate attention even if its initial treat-
ment does not lead immediately to final dis-
position. The conversion of weapons grade
plutonium into metallic or oxide forms is ac-
ceptable for this step. The choice between
oxide or metallic forms should be dictated
solely by the rapidity with which the conver-
sion can be accomplished and is dependent
upon construction details for different clas-
sified shapes. Any delays in this first step
predicated on additional research for meth-
ods of preparation of materials forms or li-
censing issues for eventual disposition in
mixed-oxide fuel or vitrification are not ac-
ceptable. Adequate technologies are avail-
able today for conversion of all types of clas-
sified shapes.

NUCLEAR ENERGY (DEFENSE)

The conference agreement provides
$35,000,000 for the international nuclear safe-
ty program to improve the safety of Soviet-
designed nuclear reactors, a decrease of
$15,000,000 from the budget request. The con-
ference agreement does not provide funding
for the spent fuel management program nor
the Chornobyl shutdown initiative.

OFFICE OF HEARING AND APPEALS

The conference agreement provides
$2,300,000 instead of $1,900,000 as proposed by

the House and $2,685,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT OF DOE PROJECTS

The conference agreement provides
$35,000,000 as proposed by the House to pro-
vide for external reviews of the Department’s
individual construction and privatization
projects, and an external review of the De-
partment’s facility acquisition management
process. The immediate concern of the con-
ferees is a review of all Department of En-
ergy construction projects initiated in fiscal
year 1998, construction projects currently in
the conceptual design phase, ongoing
projects if recommended by the initial as-
sessment required below, and projects pro-
posed by the Department for privatization.
These evaluations should include a review
and assessment of the quality of the tech-
nical scopes, cost estimates, schedules, and
supporting data regarding these construction
projects, and should make recommendations
on the validity of the proposed costs, scopes,
and schedules.

While the House bill directed that these re-
views be conducted by the Corps of Engi-
neers, the conferees acknowledge that there
may be other qualified, unbiased external or-
ganizations that could conduct this type of
assessment. Therefore, prior to obligating
any funds provided for review of these con-
struction and privatization projects, the con-
ferees expect the Department to contract
with an impartial independent organization
with expertise in the evaluation of govern-
ment management and administrative func-
tions, for a detailed analysis of the proposed
independent assessment of construction
projects.

This contract should produce a report to be
submitted to the House and Senate Commit-
tees on Appropriations not later than De-
cember 31, 1997. The report should address
the need for conducting independent assess-
ments of the Department’s proposed and on-
going construction projects and projects pro-
posed for privatization, assess the proposed
content of these reviews as outlined above,
as well as recommend the appropriate en-
tity(ies) (including, but not limited to, the
Corps of Engineers) to conduct these reviews.
The conferees expect this contract to be en-
tered into as soon as possible, and expect the
Department to consult with the Appropria-
tions Committees regarding the selection of
an independent organization to produce this
report.

In addition to the report on the need for an
independent assessment of the Department’s
construction projects, the conferees direct
that the Department’s overall management
structure and process for identifying, manag-
ing, designing and constructing facilities
also be reviewed by an impartial independent
organization with expertise in the evaluation
of government management and administra-
tive functions. The report should be provided
to the Committees on Appropriations by
June 30, 1998. The process used by the De-
partment and its contractors to identify
project requirements, develop scopes of
work, execute and manage design, prepare
cost estimates, select contract types, and
execute and manage construction must be
examined. The review should assess the level
of oversight and experience of field and head-
quarters Federal personnel involved in this
process. The recommendations of the report
should include an analysis of the effective-
ness of this process, advantages, disadvan-
tages, and recommended improvements with
the ultimate goal of establishing an overall
departmental process that has more control
of the projects and reduces project cost
growth and schedule slippages. This study
should also include a review of large operat-
ing projects such as environmental projects
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which may or may not involve much con-
struction, but should clearly be managed
with the same principles and guidelines.

NAVAL REACTORS

The conference agreement provides
$670,500,000, instead of $673,500,000 as proposed
by the House and $660,500,000 as proposed by
the Senate. An additional $30,000,000 over the
budget request has been provided to continue
test reactor inactivation efforts and environ-
mental cleanup activities which are sched-
uled to be completed in fiscal year 2002.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL

The conference agreement appropriates
$190,000,000 and includes the Senate language
providing that funds are available until ex-
pended. The House bill did not include this
provision.

POWER MARKETING ADMINISTRATIONS

ALASKA POWER ADMINISTRATION

In addition to the $1,000,000 provided by the
House and Senate, the conference agreement
provides $2,500,000, as recommended by the
Senate, to replace a damaged transmission
cable. The conferees are aware that, in addi-
tion to the $3,500,000 provided in this para-
graph, the Department has additional fund-
ing available from funds appropriated in
prior years. Any funds in excess of current
requirements shall be returned to the Treas-
ury of the United States upon the sale of the
Administration.

The conference agreement includes
$10,000,000 for the Swan Lake—Lake Tyee
Intertie project, $10,000,000 less than the
amount recommended by the Senate.

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION

A total of $3,750,000 has been made avail-
able to Bonneville as permanent borrowing
authority. During fiscal year 1998, Bonneville
plans to repay the Treasury $805,000,000, of
which $228,000,000 is to repay principal on the
the Federal investment in these facilities.

The conferees note that the Senate report
directs the Northwest Power Planning Coun-
cil to provide a final hatchery review report
by October 1998. As this late date will impede
the ability of the Appropriations Commit-
tees to incorporate the findings of the review
into the fiscal year 1999 appropriations proc-
ess, the conferees direct the Council to pro-
vide the final hatchery review report by
June 1998.

Cost control.—The conferees commend Bon-
neville for its actions in the last three years
to reduce planned spending by approximately
$600,000,000 annually and to reduce staffing
by 1,000 positions. The conferees believe
there is an opportunity, and need, to further
reduce costs. The conferees understand that
Bonneville and the Northwest Power Plan-
ning Council are reviewing Bonneville’s
planned spending in order to recommend
ways for Bonneville to further control costs
and have engaged a group of senior business
executives to aid in this effort. The conferees
support the efforts to assure that limited
ratepayer dollars are prudently spent. All
program expenditures, other than debt serv-
ice, must be carefully reviewed by Bonne-
ville to determine whether additional reduc-
tions or program terminations can be made
to minimize the potential for stranded costs
and to keep rates competitive in the whole-
sale power market. Concurrent with this re-
view, Bonneville staffing levels should con-
tinue to be reviewed and adjusted to match
changing program needs. The conferees di-
rect that Bonneville and the Council provide
a report to the House and Senate Commit-
tees on Appropriations by March 1, 1998,

identifying specific recommendations for
cost reductions in all non-debt service spend-
ing for which Bonneville is responsible. This
report should include consideration of which
current programs and functions Bonneville
should continue to perform in a competitive
market, and not focus merely on improved
management efficiency.

SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION

The conference agreement includes
$12,222,000, the same amount recommended
by the House and the Senate.

SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION

The conference agreement includes
$25,210,000, the same amount recommended
by the House.

WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION

The conference agreement provides
$189,043,000, the same amount provided by the
House. The conference agreement also in-
cludes the Senate recommendation that
$5,592,000 be available as a transfer from the
Colorado River Dam Fund.

The conference agreement also includes
$5,592,000, the same amount as the Senate, to
be deposited in the Utah reclamation mitiga-
tion and conservation account.

The conferees are aware of the Western
Area Power Administration’s proposed dis-
tribution of projected fiscal year 1998 costs
across several financing sources, including
funds appropriated by the Congress. As Fed-
eral appropriated funds are reduced while
electricity rates drop in the marketplace,
the conferees direct that Western keep its
wholesale rate as competitive as possible and
thereby maintain as robust a repayment
stream back to the Treasury as possible.

FALCON AND AMISTAD FUND

The conference agreement includes
$970,000, the same amount recommended by
the House.

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY
COMMISSION

The conference agreement includes
$162,141,000, the same amount recommended
by the House and Senate.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

SEC. 301. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision by the House that none of
the funds in this Act or any prior appropria-
tions Act may be used to award a manage-
ment and operating contract unless such
contract is awarded using competitive proce-
dures, or the Secretary of Energy grants, on
a case-by-case basis, a waiver to allow for
such a deviation. At least 60 days before such
action, the Secretary of Energy must submit
to the House and Senate Committees on Ap-
propriations a report notifying the Commit-
tees of the waiver and setting forth the rea-
sons for the waiver. Section 301 does not pre-
clude extension of a contract awarded using
competitive procedures.

SEC. 302. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision proposed by the House
that none of the funds in this Act or any
prior appropriations Act may be used to
award, amend, or modify a contract in a
manner that deviates from the Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation, unless the Secretary of
Energy grants, on a case-by-case basis, a
waiver to allow for such a deviation. At least
60 days before such action, the Secretary of
Energy must submit to the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations a report noti-
fying the Committees of the waiver and set-
ting forth the reasons for the waiver.

The conferees direct the Department, as
contracts are awarded or renegotiated, to

standardize its contracts in accordance with
the Federal Acquisition Regulation. In
awarding, amending, or modifying contracts,
the Department is directed to be cognizant
of and utilize provisions of the Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation that permit exceptions
to the Federal Acquisition Regulation and
provisions intended to address the special
circumstances entailed by management and
operating contracts.

SEC. 303. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision proposed by the House
that none of the funds in this Act or any
prior appropriations Act may be used to pre-
pare or implement workforce restructuring
plans or provide enhanced severance pay-
ments and other benefits and community as-
sistance grants for Federal employees of the
Department of Energy under section 3161 of
the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1993, Public Law 102–484.

SEC. 304. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision proposed by the House
that none of the funds in this Act or any
prior appropriations Act may be used to aug-
ment the $61,159,000 made available for obli-
gation in this Act for severance payments
and other benefits and community assistance
grants authorized under the provisions of
section 3161 of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 1993, Public Law
102–484. This provision does not preclude the
Department from proposing a reprogram-
ming if deemed critical to program needs
during fiscal year 1998.

SEC. 305. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision proposed by the House
that none of the funds in this Act or any
prior appropriations Act may be used to pre-
pare or initiate Requests for Proposals for a
program if the program has not been funded
by Congress.

SEC. 306. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision proposed by the House
that permits the transfer and merger of un-
expended balances of prior appropriations
with appropriation accounts established in
this bill.

Provision transferred to Title V.

The general provision proposed by the
House to prohibit agency lobbying of Con-
gress has been moved to Title V, and will
apply to each agency and department funded
in this bill.

Provisions not included in the conference agree-
ment.

The conference agreement does not include
the House provision prohibiting the use of
funds to award or modify any contract for
support services without a cost comparison
conducted under the procedures and require-
ments of Office of Management and Budget
Circular A–76.

The conference agreement does not include
the House provision prohibiting the use of
funds to award or modify a management and
operating contract which includes funds for
support services contracts for use by Depart-
ment of Energy personnel.

The conference agreement does not include
the House provision requiring an independ-
ent assessment before initiation of new con-
struction projects, but funds have been pro-
vided for external reviews of the Depart-
ment’s facility acquisition processes and in-
dividual construction projects.
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TITLE IV

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION
The conference agreement appropriates

$170,000,000 instead of $160,000,000 as proposed
by both the House and the Senate. The
agreement includes $92,500,000 for the high-
way development program. In addition, the
agreement includes $10,000,000 for ARC high-
ways, to be allocated at the discretion of the
ARC Federal Co-Chairman.
DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY

BOARD
The conference agreement appropriates

$17,000,000 for the Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board instead of $16,000,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $17,500,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The conference agreement includes
$468,000,000, instead of $462,700,000 as proposed
by the House and $476,500,000 as proposed by
the Senate. The conferees have provided
$15,000,000, to be derived from the Nuclear
Waste Fund, for the Commission’s ongoing
work to characterize Yucca Mountain as a
potential site for a permanent nuclear waste
repository. The conference agreement also
includes $2,000,000, the amount provided by
the House and Senate, for activities related
to commercial vitrification at the Hanford
site and $1,000,000, as provided by the House,
for activities related to independent over-
sight of certain Department of Energy nu-
clear facilities.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

The conference agreement includes
$4,800,000, the same amount provided by the
House and Senate.

NUCLEAR WASTE TECHNICAL REVIEW
BOARD

The conference agreement appropriates
$2,600,000 instead of $2,400,000 as proposed by
the House and $3,200,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
The conference agreement includes

$70,000,000 instead of $0 as proposed by the
House and $86,000,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate. The conference agreement includes lan-
guage earmarking $6,900,000 for Land Be-
tween the Lakes. The agreement includes
language proposed by the House providing
for direct funding by TVA of its nonpower
programs, amended to delay its implementa-
tion until fiscal year 1999.

The conferees accept the Administration’s
proposal to terminate appropriated funding
for TVA after fiscal year 1998.

It is the view of the conferees that the en-
vironmental, stewardship, and economic de-
velopment activities of the TVA have been of
tremendous benefit to the Tennessee Valley
region and have contributed substantially to
the general prosperity of the country. It is
possible, however, that other entities may be
well suited to perform the vital public serv-
ices currently provided by TVA.

Accordingly, the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget should undertake a
review of the nonpower functions of the TVA
to determine whether TVA or some other en-
tity should be responsible for their continued
execution. A report based on this review
should accompany the fiscal year 1999 budget
submission to Congress.

The conferees direct that from non-appro-
priated funds, TVA shall relocate power lines
in the area of the lake development proposed
by Union County, Mississippi. The conferees
also expect TVA to assist in the preparation
of environmental impact statements where
necessary.

TITLE V
GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 501. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision proposed by the House in
title III of the bill that none of the funds in
this Act or any prior appropriations Act may
be used in any way, directly or indirectly, to
influence congressional action on any legis-
lation or appropriation matters pending be-
fore Congress, other than to communicate to
Members of Congress as described in section
1913 of title 18, United States Code. The con-
ferees direct each agency or department to
notify the House and Senate Committee on
Appropriations by January 15, 1998, of the ac-
tions taken to apprise its Federal and con-
tractor employees of this provision.

SEC. 502. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by both the House
and Senate regarding the purchase of Amer-
ican-made equipment and products, and pro-
hibiting contracts with persons falsely label-
ing products as made in America.

SEC. 503. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by the House pro-
hibiting the award of funds to institutions
not in compliance with certain requirements
regarding campus access for units of the Sen-
ior Reserve Officer Training Corps and Fed-
eral military recruitment personnel.

SEC. 504. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by the House pro-
hibiting the use of funds to enter into or
renew contracts with entities failing to com-
ply with statutory reporting requirements
concerning the employment of certain veter-
ans.

SEC. 505. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by the House which
provides that none of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used for the Animas-
La Plata project in Colorado and New Mexico
except for activities required to comply with
the applicable provisions of current law and
the continuation of activities pursuant to
the Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Set-
tlement Act of 1988.

SEC. 506. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by the Senate
which clarifies that the Albuquerque Metro-
politan Area Water Reclamation and Reuse
project is eligible for construction under
Title XVI of the Reclamation Projects Au-
thorization and Adjustment Act of 1992, Pub-
lic Law 102–575, as amended. The language
has been amended to make technical correc-
tions.

SEC. 507. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by the Senate
which amends the Yavapai-Prescott Indian
Treaty Settlement Act of 1994 to increase
the appropriations ceiling for the Chandler
Pumping Plant feature of the Yakima River
Basin Water Enhancement Project.

SEC. 508. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by the Senate re-
garding the construction of recreational fea-
tures at the Stonewall Jackson Lake project
in West Virginia.

SEC. 509. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision allowing the United
States Enrichment Corporation (USEC) to
transfer funds to the Department of Energy
to be used for development and demonstra-
tion of the Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Sep-
aration (AVLIS) technology for uranium en-
richment. The funds to be transferred are to
be derived from savings achieved by the
USEC during fiscal year 1998, and the total
amount obligated by the Department may
not exceed $60,000,000.

This provision will permit continued devel-
opment of the AVLIS technology until the
Corporation is sold. The provision is neces-
sitated by the Administration’s inability to
sell the Corporation in accordance with the
Administration’s own schedule. Within 30

days of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
of the Treasury is to provide to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations a report on the issues
that must be resolved prior to sale of the
Corporation and the date on which the Cor-
poration will be sold.

SEC. 510. The conference agreement in-
cludes language which provides that none of
the funds made available by this Act may be
used to determine the final point of dis-
charge for the interceptor drain for the San
Luis Unit of the Central Valley project until
development by the Secretary of the Interior
and the State of California of a plan, which
shall conform to the water quality standards
of the State of California as approved by the
Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, to minimize any detrimental
effect of the San Luis drainage waters. The
language also provides that the costs of the
Kesterson Reservoir Cleanup Program and
the San Joaquin Valley Drainage Program
shall be classified as reimbursable or non-re-
imbursable by the Secretary of the Interior
as described in the Bureau of Reclamation
report entitled, ‘‘Repayment Report,
Kesterson Reservoir Cleanup Program and
San Joaquin Valley Drainage Program, Feb-
ruary 1995’’ and that any future obligation of
funds for drainage service or drainage stud-
ies for the San Luis Unit shall be fully reim-
bursable by San Luis Unit beneficiaries pur-
suant to Reclamation law.

SEC. 511. The conference agreement in-
cludes language amending the USEC Privat-
ization Act to require the presence of an ade-
quate number of security guards carrying
sidearms to ensure maintenance of security
at the gaseous diffusion plants.

SEC. 512. High Flux Beam Reactor (HFBR)
at Brookhaven National Laboratory—The
conference agreement includes bill language
prohibiting the use of funds in this or any
other Act for the purpose of restarting the
High Flux Reactor (HFBR). In fiscal year
1998, the Department of Energy is directed to
drain the spent fuel pool, and may add a
steel wall liner to the pool so that additional
radioactive material may be removed with-
out the threat of leakage. The Department of
Energy is also directed to meet the require-
ments outlined in Suffolk County Sanitary
Code Article 12, complete seismic upgrades,
and seal the floor drain.

The Department of Energy is also directed
to undertake an environmental impact state-
ment (EIS) with respect to the HFBR. The
conferees expect that the EIS will be a com-
prehensive survey of any environmental haz-
ards that the tritium leak or other contami-
nation associated with the HFBR pose to the
drinking water and health of the people in
the surrounding communities, and that it
will provide a detailed plan for remediation.
The findings of the EIS and a plan for any
necessary remediation shall be reported to
Congress.
Provisions not adopted by the conferees

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate that author-
ized the Secretary of the Interior to use
funds appropriated for the Bureau of Rec-
lamation to enter into cooperative agree-
ments with willing private landowners for
restoration and enhancement of fish, wild-
life, and other resources on public or private
land within watersheds that contain Bureau
of Reclamation projects.

CONFERENCE TOTAL—WITH COMPARISONS

The total new budget (obligational) au-
thority for the fiscal year 1998 recommended
by the Committee of Conference, with com-
parisons to the fiscal year 1997 amount, the
1998 budget estimates, and the House and
Senate bills for 1998 follow:
New budget (obligational)

authority, fiscal year
1997 ................................. $20,990,027,000
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Budget estimates of new

(obligational) authority,
fiscal year 1998 ................ 23,047,903,000

House bill, fiscal year 1998 20,416,989,000
Senate bill, fiscal year 1998 21,209,623,000
Conference agreement, fis-

cal year 1998 .................... 21,152,202,000
Conference agreement

compared with:
New budget

(obligational) au-
thority, fiscal year
1997 ........................ +162,175,000

Budget estimates of
new (obligational)
authority, fiscal
year 1998 ................ ¥1,895,701,000

House bill, fiscal year
1998 ........................ +735,213,000

Senate bill, fiscal
year 1998 ................ ¥57,421,000

JOSEPH MCDADE,
HAROLD ROGERS,
JOE KNOLLENBERG,
R. P. FRELINGHUYSEN,
MIKE PARKER,
SONNY CALLAHAN,
JAY DICKEY,
BOB LIVINGSTON,
VIC FAZIO,
PETER J. VISCLOSKY,
CHET EDWARDS,
ED PASTOR,
DAVID R. OBEY,

Managers on the Part of the House.
PETE V. DOMENICI,
THAD COCHRAN,
SLADE GORTON,
MITCH MCCONNELL,
ROBERT E. BENNETT,
CONRAD BURNS,
LARRY CRAIG,
TED STEVENS,
HARRY REID,
ROBERT C. BYRD,
FRITZ HOLLINGS,
PATTY MURRAY,
HERB KOHL,
BYRON L. DORGAN,
DANIEL K. INOUYE,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

f

REQUEST FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2183, BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN
FINANCE REFORM

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, in this
spirit here this morning of bipartisan
cooperation, I ask unanimous consent
to take up and consider H.R. 2183, the
bipartisan campaign finance bill that
the gentleman from Maine [Mr. ALLEN]
and the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
HUTCHINSON] and all of our freshmen
have joined in.

The SPEAKER. Under the Speaker’s
announced guidelines, it requires the
leaders of both parties and the chair-
man and ranking member of the com-
mittee of jurisdiction to approve that
request. The gentleman is not recog-
nized, but the Chair appreciates his bi-
partisan-spirited tone.

f

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE,
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI-
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to House
Resolution 239 and rule XXIII, the
Chair declares the House in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State

of the Union for the further consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2267.

b 0920

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R.
2267) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Commerce, Justice, and
State, the Judiciary, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1998, and for other purposes,
with Mr. NUSSLE, Chairman pro tem-
pore, in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When

the Committee of the Whole House rose
on Thursday, September 25, 1997, the
bill was open for amendment from page
90, line 15, through page 90, line 23.

Are there any amendments to this
portion of the bill?

If not, the Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

MARITIME SECURITY PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to maintain and
preserve a U.S.-flag merchant fleet to serve
the national security needs of the United
States, $35,500,000, to remain available until
expended.

OPERATIONS AND TRAINING

For necessary expenses of operations and
training activities authorized by law,
$65,000,000: Provided, That reimbursements
may be made to this appropriation from re-
ceipts to the ‘‘Federal Ship Financing Fund’’
for administrative expenses in support of
that program in addition to any amount
heretofore appropriated.

MARITIME GUARANTEED LOAN (TITLE XI)
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For the cost of guaranteed loans, as au-
thorized by the Merchant Marine Act, 1936,
$35,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That such costs, including
the cost of modifying such loans, shall be as
defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, That these funds are available to sub-
sidize total loan principal, any part of which
is to be guaranteed, not to exceed
$1,000,000,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses to
carry out the guaranteed loan program, not
to exceed $3,450,000, which shall be trans-
ferred to and merged with the appropriation
for Operations and Training.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS—MARITIME
ADMINISTRATION

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, the Maritime Administration is au-
thorized to furnish utilities and services and
make necessary repairs in connection with
any lease, contract, or occupancy involving
Government property under control of the
Maritime Administration, and payments re-
ceived therefor shall be credited to the ap-
propriation charged with the cost thereof:
Provided, That rental payments under any
such lease, contract, or occupancy for items
other than such utilities, services, or repairs
shall be covered into the Treasury as mis-
cellaneous receipts.

No obligations shall be incurred during the
current fiscal year from the construction
fund established by the Merchant Marine
Act, 1936, or otherwise, in excess of the ap-
propriations and limitations contained in
this Act or in any prior appropriation Act,
and all receipts which otherwise would be de-

posited to the credit of said fund shall be
covered into the Treasury as miscellaneous
receipts.

COMMISSION FOR THE PRESERVATION OF
AMERICA’S HERITAGE ABROAD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses for the Commission for the
Preservation of America’s Heritage Abroad,
$250,000, as authorized by Public Law 99–83,
section 1303.

COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Commission
on Civil Rights, including hire of passenger
motor vehicles, $8,740,000: Provided, That not
to exceed $50,000 may be used to employ con-
sultants: Provided further, That none of the
funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be
used to employ in excess of four full-time in-
dividuals under Schedule C of the Excepted
Service exclusive of one special assistant for
each Commissioner: Provided further, That
none of the funds appropriated in this para-
graph shall be used to reimburse Commis-
sioners for more than 75 billable days, with
the exception of the Chairperson who is per-
mitted 125 billable days.

COMMISSION ON IMMIGRATION REFORM

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Commission
on Immigration Reform pursuant to section
141(f) of the Immigration Act of 1990, $496,000,
to remain available until expended.
COMMISSION ON SECURITY AND COOPERATION IN

EUROPE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Commission
on Security and Cooperation in Europe, as
authorized by Public Law 94–304, $1,090,000, to
remain available until expended as author-
ized by section 3 of Public Law 99–7.

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY
COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission as au-
thorized by title VII of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, as amended (29 U.S.C. 206(d) and 621–
634), the Americans with Disabilities Act of
1990, and the Civil Rights Act of 1991, includ-
ing services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109;
hire of passenger motor vehicles as author-
ized by 31 U.S.C. 1343(b); non-monetary
awards to private citizens; and not to exceed
$27,500,000 for payments to State and local
enforcement agencies for services to the
Commission pursuant to title VII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, as amended, sections 6
and 14 of the Age Discrimination in Employ-
ment Act, the Americans with Disabilities
Act of 1990, and the Civil Rights Act of 1991;
$239,740,000: Provided, That the Commission is
authorized to make available for official re-
ception and representation expenses not to
exceed $2,500 from available funds.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Federal
Communications Commission, as authorized
by law, including uniforms and allowances
therefor, as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 5901–02;
not to exceed $600,000 for land and structure;
not to exceed $500,000 for improvement and
care of grounds and repair to buildings; not
to exceed $4,000 for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses; purchase (not to ex-
ceed 16) and hire of motor vehicles; special
counsel fees; and services as authorized by 5
U.S.C. 3109; $187,079,000, of which not to ex-
ceed $300,000 shall remain available until
September 30, 1999, for research and policy
studies: Provided, That $152,523,000 of offset-
ting collections shall be assessed and col-
lected pursuant to section 9 of title I of the
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Communications Act of 1934, as amended,
and shall be retained and used for necessary
expenses in this appropriation, and shall re-
main available until expended: Provided fur-
ther, That the sum herein appropriated shall
be reduced as such offsetting collections are
received during fiscal year 1998 so as to re-
sult in a final fiscal year 1998 appropriation
estimated at $34,556,000: Provided further,
That any offsetting collections received in
excess of $152,523,000 in fiscal year 1998 shall
remain available until expended, but shall
not be available for obligation until October
1, 1998.

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Federal Mar-
itime Commission as authorized by section
201(d) of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, as
amended (46 App. U.S.C. 1111), including serv-
ices as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; hire of
passenger motor vehicles as authorized by 31
U.S.C. 1343(b); and uniforms or allowances
therefor, as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 5901–02;
$13,500,000: Provided, That not to exceed $2,000
shall be available for official reception and
representation expenses.

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Federal
Trade Commission, including uniforms or al-
lowances therefor, as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
5901–5902; services as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
3109; hire of passenger motor vehicles; and
not to exceed $2,000 for official reception and
representation expenses; $95,000,000: Provided,
That not to exceed $300,000 shall be available
for use to contract with a person or persons
for collection services in accordance with
the terms of 31 U.S.C. 3718, as amended: Pro-
vided further, That notwithstanding any
other provision of law, not to exceed
$70,000,000 of offsetting collections derived
from fees collected for premerger notifica-
tion filings under the Hart-Scott-Rodino
Antitrust Improvements Act of 1976 (15
U.S.C. 18(a)) shall be retained and used for
necessary expenses in this appropriation, and
shall remain available until expended: Pro-
vided further, That the sum herein appro-
priated from the General Fund shall be re-
duced as such offsetting collections are re-
ceived during fiscal year 1998, so as to result
in a final fiscal year 1998 appropriation from
the General Fund estimated at not more
than $25,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided further, That any fees re-
ceived in excess of $70,000,000 in fiscal year
1998 shall remain available until expended,
but shall not be available for obligation until
October 1, 1998: Provided further, That none of
the funds made available to the Federal
Trade Commission shall be available for obli-
gation for expenses authorized by section 151
of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
Improvement Act of 1991 (Public Law 102–242,
105 Stat. 2282–2285).

LEGAL SERVICES CORPORATION

PAYMENT TO THE LEGAL SERVICES
CORPORATION

For payment to the Legal Services Cor-
poration to carry out the purposes of the
Legal Services Corporation Act of 1974, as
amended, $141,000,000, of which $134,575,000 is
for basic field programs and required inde-
pendent audits; $1,125,000 is for the Office of
Inspector General, of which such amounts as
may be necessary may be used to conduct ad-
ditional audits of recipients; and $5,300,000 is
for management and administration.
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION—LEGAL SERVICES

CORPORATION

SEC. 501. (a) CONTINUATION OF COMPETITIVE
SELECTION PROCESS.—None of the funds ap-
propriated in this Act to the Legal Services

Corporation may be used to provide financial
assistance to any person or entity except
through a competitive selection process con-
ducted in accordance with regulations pro-
mulgated by the Corporation in accordance
with the criteria set forth in subsections (c),
(d), and (e) of section 503 of Public Law 104–
134 (110 Stat. 1321–52 et seq.).

(b) INAPPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN PROCE-
DURES.—Sections 1007(a)(9) and 1011 of the
Legal Services Corporation Act (42 U.S.C.
2996f(a)(9) and 2996j) shall not apply to the
provision, denial, suspension, or termination
of any financial assistance using funds ap-
propriated in this Act.

(c) ADDITIONAL PROCEDURES.—If, during
any term of a grant or contract awarded to
a recipient by the Legal Services Corpora-
tion under the competitive selection process
referred to in subsection (a) and applicable
Corporation regulations, the Corporation
finds, after notice and opportunity for the
recipient to be heard, that the recipient has
failed to comply with any requirement of the
Legal Services Corporation Act (42 U.S.C.
2996 et seq.), this Act, or any other applica-
ble law relating to funding for the Corpora-
tion, the Corporation may terminate the
grant or contract and institute a new com-
petitive selection process for the area served
by the recipient, notwithstanding the terms
of the recipient’s grant or contract.

SEC. 502. (a) CONTINUATION OF REQUIRE-
MENTS AND RESTRICTIONS.—None of the funds
appropriated in this Act to the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation shall be expended for any
purpose prohibited or limited by, or contrary
to any of the provisions of—

(1) sections 501, 502, 505, 506, and 507 of Pub-
lic Law 104–134 (110 Stat. 1321–51 et seq.), and
all funds appropriated in this Act to the
Legal Services Corporation shall be subject
to the same terms and conditions as set
forth in such sections, except that all ref-
erences in such sections to 1995 and 1996 shall
be deemed to refer instead to 1997 and 1998,
respectively; and

(2) section 504 of Public Law 104–134 (110
Stat. 1321–53 et seq.), and all funds appro-
priated in this Act to the Legal Services Cor-
poration shall be subject to the same terms
and conditions set forth in such section, ex-
cept that—

(A) subsection (c) of such section 504 shall
not apply;

(B) paragraph (3) of section 508(b) of Public
Law 104–134 (110 Stat. 1321–58) shall apply
with respect to the requirements of sub-
section (a)(13) of such section 504, except
that all references in such section 508(b) to
the date of enactment shall be deemed to
refer to April 26, 1996; and

(C) subsection (a)(11) of such section 504
shall not be construed to prohibit a recipient
from using funds derived from a source other
than the Corporation to provide related legal
assistance to—

(i) an alien who has been battered or sub-
jected to extreme cruelty in the United
States by a spouse or a parent, or by a mem-
ber of the spouse’s or parent’s family resid-
ing in the same household as the alien and
the spouse or parent consented or acquiesced
to such battery or cruelty; or

(ii) an alien whose child has been battered
or subjected to extreme cruelty in the Unit-
ed States by a spouse or parent of the alien
(without the active participation of the alien
in the battery or extreme cruelty), or by a
member of the spouse’s or parent’s family re-
siding in the same household as the alien and
the spouse or parent consented or acquiesced
to such battery or cruelty, and the alien did
no actively participate in such battery or
cruelty.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of sub-
section (a)(2)(C):

(1) The term ‘‘battered or subjected to ex-
treme cruelty’’ has the meaning given such

term under regulations issued pursuant to
subtitle G of the Violence Against Women
Act of 1994 (Pub. L. 103–322; 108 Stat. 1953).

(2) The term ‘‘related legal assistance’’
means legal assistance directly related to
the prevention of, or obtaining of relief from,
the battery or cruelty described in such sub-
section.

SEC. 503. (a) CONTINUATION OF AUDIT RE-
QUIREMENTS.—The requirements of section
509 of Public Law 104–134 (110 Stat. 1321–58 et
seq.), other than subsection (l) of such sec-
tion, shall apply during fiscal year 1998.

(b) REQUIREMENT OF ANNUAL AUDIT.—An
annual audit of each person or entity receiv-
ing financial assistance from the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation under this Act shall be con-
ducted during fiscal year 1998 in accordance
with the requirements referred to in sub-
section (a).

SEC. 504. (a) DEBARMENT.—The Legal Serv-
ices Corporation may debar a recipient, on a
showing of good cause, from receiving an ad-
ditional award of financial assistance from
the Corporation. Any such action to debar a
recipient shall be instituted after the Cor-
poration provides notice and an opportunity
for a hearing to the recipient.

(b) REGULATIONS.—The Legal Services Cor-
poration shall promulgate regulations to im-
plement this section.

(c) GOOD CAUSE.—In this section, the term
‘‘good cause’’, used with respect to debar-
ment, includes—

(1) prior termination of the financial as-
sistance of the recipient, under part 1640 of
title 45, Code of Federal Regulations (or any
similar corresponding regulation or ruling);

(2) prior termination in whole, under part
1606 of title 45, Code of Federal Regulations
(or any similar corresponding regulation or
ruling), of the most recent financial assist-
ance received by the recipient, prior to date
of the debarment decision;

(3) substantial violation by the recipient of
the statutory or regulatory restrictions that
prohibit recipients from using financial as-
sistance made available by the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation or other financial assist-
ance for purposes prohibited under the Legal
Services Corporation Act (42 U.S.C. 2996 et
seq.) or for involvement in any activity pro-
hibited by, or inconsistent with, section 504
of Public Law 104–134 (110 Stat. 1321–53 et
seq.), section 502(a)(2) of Public Law 104–208
(110 Stat. 3009–59 et seq.), or section 502(a)(2)
of this Act;

(4) knowing entry by the recipient into a
subgrant, subcontract, or other agreement
with an entity that had been debarred by the
Corporation; or

(5) the filing of a lawsuit by the recipient,
on behalf of the recipient, as part of any pro-
gram receiving any Federal funds, naming
the Corporation, or any agency or employee
of a Federal, State, or local government, as
a defendant.

Mr. ROGERS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the remainder of the bill
through page 104, line 2, be considered
as read, printed in the RECORD, and
open to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Kentucky?

There was no objection.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BURTON OF

INDIANA

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:
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On page 104, after line 2, insert the follow-

ing new section:
SEC. 505. (a) Not later than January 1, 1998,

the Legal Services Corporation shall imple-
ment a system of case information disclo-
sure which shall apply to all basic field pro-
grams which receive funds from the Legal
Services Corporation from funds appro-
priated in this Act.

(b) Any basic field program which receives
Federal funds from the Legal Services Cor-
poration from funds appropriated in this Act
must disclose to the public in written form,
upon request, and to the Legal Services Cor-
poration in semiannual reports, the follow-
ing information about each case filed by its
attorneys in any court:

(1) The name and full address of each party
to the legal action unless such information
is protected by an order or rule of a court or
by State or Federal law or revealing such in-
formation would put the client of the recipi-
ent of such Federal funds at risk of physical
harm.

(2) The cause of action in the case.
(3) The name and address of the court in

which the case was filed and the case number
assigned to the legal action.

(c) The case information disclosed in semi-
annual reports to the Legal Services Cor-
poration shall be subject to disclosure under
section 552 of title 5, United States Code.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 239, the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. BURTON], and a Member op-
posed, each will control 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of my
amendment is to require programs
funded by the Legal Services Corpora-
tion to disclose to the public and the
LSC the most basic information about
litigation in which LSC grantees are
involved. I thought we had agreement
on this. The gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. FOX], who is one of the
proponents of the Legal Services Cor-
porations, and I had some lengthy dis-
cussions about this, and I thought the
amendment had been agreed to, but the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
MOLLOHAN], I understand, has some op-
position, so we will probably have to
get into a somewhat lengthy debate.

The information that would be dis-
closed would be the name and the ad-
dress of each party, the legal action,
the cause of action, the name and ad-
dress of the court in which the case is
filed, and the case number assigned to
the legal action. In those instances
where an address and name are not dis-
closed for reasons of security, such as
in the case of a battered wife or where
children are abused, that information
would not be disclosed because it is not
currently disclosed, even though it is
in the records in the courts.

This basic information is not privi-
leged, and as I said before, such infor-
mation is on file currently in court
records. Nothing disclosed would be in
violation of the attorney-client privi-
lege, and it is important to note that
my amendment does not disclose any
information that is not already public
information. My amendment simply

makes accessible what is highly
unaccessible right now.

Case disclosure will not be burden-
some. According to the LSC budget re-
quest for fiscal year 1998, only 8 per-
cent of the Legal Services caseload is
litigated, requiring public disclosure.
Basic information about the case being
litigated would not constitute a burden
on the resources of local programs.

Now, here is why the amendment is
needed, and I hope all of my colleagues
are paying attention. Public disclosure
of Government-funded activities is es-
sential for honest, open Government.
Other Government programs are sub-
ject to a variety of public disclosure re-
quirements; for example, the Federal
Election Commission. While the LSC is
subject to the Freedom of Information
Act and other disclosure requirements,
it is approximately 280 grantees that
expend 97 percent of the LSC budget
are not subject to the Freedom of In-
formation Act. Given the large number
of controversial and abusive cases that
have been associated with the LSC over
the past several years, in violation of
congressional mandates, disclosure of
cases would let the sun shine on the ev-
eryday work of the LSC.

The LSC was funded at $283 million
in 1997 over the objections of many of
us. What kind of assurances does Con-
gress get that the LSC is following
guidelines and restrictions?
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The answer is clearly none. The
American people want to know what
their taxpayers’ dollars are being spent
on. As I said before, we are going to
protect those who would be in jeop-
ardy, such as battered children or
wives.

The LSC has not reformed itself and
continues to disregard congressional
intent. So I think this is a good amend-
ment. I thought we had bipartisan sup-
port for it. Evidently we do have some
objections.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN] op-
posed to the amendment?

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
I am opposed to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN] is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, at best this amend-
ment is unnecessary. I am advised by
the Legal Services Corporation that it
is extremely burdensome and costly.
Some of the privacy concerns that
many had with regard to this amend-
ment originally, some had been ad-
dressed by the gentleman, and I would
be pleased to look at those as the proc-
ess moves forward, and particularly in
conference.

But at this point, Mr. Chairman, the
changes in the reporting system would
be costly. The amendment does not ad-

dress any identified problem, really,
nor does it serve any specific purpose.
It costs a considerable amount. We ap-
preciate his addressing some of the
other concerns, but just because of the
unnecessariness, we have a tight budg-
et, and this has put additional adminis-
trative burdens, something that the
gentleman has fought against for many
years, putting paperwork burdens, ad-
ministrative burdens on people. That is
what this really does, representing a
considerable additional cost. On that
basis, Mr. Chairman, I have to at this
point oppose the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS].

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to
the gentleman’s amendment. It is my
understanding that the amendment re-
quires disclosure only of information
that is already a matter of public
record under court rules or applicable
Federal or State law. I believe the
amendment will merely facilitate ap-
propriate oversight of federally funded
LSC grantees. In fact, I appreciate the
gentleman bringing this matter to our
attention, and I am glad to support the
amendment.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. SKAGGS], a member of the
committee.

Mr. SKAGGS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me the time, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. Chairman, I am still just con-
founded by what practical difference
the gentleman believes his amendment
will make.

If we are talking about oversight, we
already have a requirement and gen-
erally administrative practice on the
part of Legal Services Corp. grantees
to track the kinds of cases that they
are involved in. The gentleman’s
amendment takes that a step further.
That gives names and addresses of
plaintiffs and defendants, as well as
other case file information which is
public information, if we want to go to
the court and dig it out, as the gen-
tleman knows.

But to require the expenditure of ad-
ditional time and resources to an al-
ready strapped program in order to pull
this information together, which will
add nothing to our oversight capabili-
ties, but will make susceptible to inva-
sions of privacy inappropriate efforts
by any number of likely people who
want to exploit this kind of address
list, I really do not understand what
the gentleman believes he is going to
accomplish by this, other than further
burdening the people that are trying to
provide legal services.

The gentleman signed, along with
several of his colleagues, a ‘‘Dear Col-
league’’ a few days ago laying out three
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particularly, by his lights, I gather,
egregious cases. The facts in all of
those cases I think have been substan-
tially rebutted by the realities that
were involved and that necessitated
Legal Services’ intervention.

I would ask the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. BURTON], what will we learn
from this that we do not already know
that will make a difference in appro-
priate oversight?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SKAGGS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I did not hear the gentleman, and
would ask him to repeat his question,
if he would.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, the
question is, What will we learn if this
amendment becomes law that we do
not already know, that will make a
real difference in our ability to do
oversight of the Legal Services Corp.?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. The situa-
tion right now is if we want informa-
tion, we have two choices. We can go
through all the court records, as the
gentleman just mentioned, which is a
very cumbersome task, or we can go to
the Federal LSC offices. Only 8 percent
of the cases are really divulged by the
LSC. That means 92 percent are not.
They already have those records at the
local LSC office. We put protections in
there for the battered wives and so
forth.

Mr. SKAGGS. Reclaiming my time,
the gentleman has not responded to my
inquiry. We already have information
at each LSC grantee of the types of
cases they have done. The gentleman’s
amendment adds names, addresses,
case numbers to that.

What additional value is there in this
information that is not already avail-
able to either Members of Congress or
our staff or LSC corporate auditors,
that justifies the additional significant
expense and computer programming
and administrative costs that will be
imposed?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. First of all,
I do not think there will be any addi-
tional expenses. The records are al-
ready there.

Mr. SKAGGS. Reclaiming my
time——

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I will an-
swer the gentleman’s question, but he
obviously does not want to hear.

Mr. SKAGGS. I do want to hear.
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GEKAS].

(Mr. GEKAS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, the thrust of this
amendment is to bring more account-
ability, and I stress that word, ac-
countability, to the Members of Con-
gress, and therefore to the American

people, of the workings of the Legal
Services entities in the various com-
munities across the Nation.

In the last 20 years we have heard
anecdote after anecdote about the
kinds of abuses that have been foisted
upon the American public by the Legal
Services Corp. and entities in the local
communities.

Now, the proponents always say, they
are just anecdotes. If we pile up the
anecdotes we have an entire encyclo-
pedia. Therefore, they become worri-
some and repetitive across the Nation.

One egregious example that should
have the American people sit up and
take notice is the following. If legal
services was set up to help low-income
poor people, as it was, I support that,
and I favor that. Every move that I
have made in Congress as chairman of
the subcommittee in charge of this has
been to preserve legal services for the
poor.

If that be the case, then understand
this example. We have housing authori-
ties across the Nation who are aided
and abetted in their work for their ten-
ants by tenants’ associations, tenants’
groups. Those are tenants’ groups made
up of low-income resident people of the
low-income housing areas.

When they get together and complain
that legal services is thwarting their
tenants’ objectives in trying to evict
drug dealers, these are low-income peo-
ple who are victims of the legal serv-
ices intervention to try to protect a
drug dealer tenant against a majority
of tenants who are low-income poor
people, who dread the presence of a
drug dealer.

That means to me that that kind of
anecdote, which cannot be dismissed
because it is happening across the Na-
tion, is the kind of case that can be
prevented if we have full accountabil-
ity. If we would know, as Members of
Congress, at the outset that a legal
services entity is committing itself to
the representation of a drug dealer ten-
ant against low-income people, against
poor people, against low-income ten-
ants who need legal services to pre-
serve their housing area free from drug
dealers, then how can anyone doubt
that we need more accountability?

The gentleman from West Virginia
[Mr. MOLLOHAN] just a while ago said it
is unnecessary to have this, meaning
that he favors accountability, and he
believes that accountability in its
present status is enough.

I say that if we pass the gentleman’s
amendment as it stands now on the
floor, all we do is crystalize what the
gentleman from West Virginia says al-
ready exists, and furthermore, allows
reporting to the Members of Congress
of what goes on on a daily basis in the
legal services community.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GEKAS. I yield to the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, what-
ever the merits of the argument the
gentleman has just made, the Burton

amendment will not address them. It
has nothing to do with the points the
gentleman made.

Mr. GEKAS. Yes, it does. It brings
the Congress into full acknowledgment
of what is happening in the local com-
munities. If there is additional report-
ing required by the Burton amend-
ment, which in fact there is additional
reporting, then we are all the better for
it, and the abuses that have been piling
up for 20 years could begin to dwindle,
at least if the present status of legal
services is to be continued.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, in response to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania’s rep-
resentations about my position here,
this may be a bit of role reversal, but
we are arguing for less paperwork and
less administrative responsibility here
because this information is already
available, virtually. So the gentleman
is correct, except we are opposing the
amendment simply on the basis that it
is unnecessary. It does not do any-
thing, so why do this?

Mr. Chairman, I yield 6 minutes to
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
SKAGGS].

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, if I
could continue the conversation with
the sponsor of the amendment, I was
not trying to be difficult. I just ran out
of time before.

Mr. Chairman, as I understand it, the
gentleman’s amendment, in addition to
records that are already required to be
kept by a legal services grantee, the
gentleman’s amendment would require
disclosure of the name and address of
each party to a legal action. Is that
correct?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SKAGGS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, those are already records kept by
the local LSC, but not disclosed unless
you go through the national LSC.

Mr. SKAGGS. Then the cause of ac-
tion, that is information collected as a
matter of course by legal services
grantees now, is that not correct?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes.
Mr. SKAGGS. The name and address

of the court in which the case is filed,
is that part of the gentleman’s amend-
ment?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. But it is all
kept now by the local LSC. We are not
contesting what the gentleman is say-
ing.

Mr. SKAGGS. What more will we be
able to do, having all of this additional
information collated with new com-
puter programs and so forth, that we
cannot now do?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. The bottom
line is this. Many of us feel like we are
spending $283 million and that is exces-
sive. We want to help the indigent, ev-
erybody does, but we believe there
should be more accountability. Even
though Congress passed, a couple of
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years ago, some rules regarding LSC,
in the last 2 years there have been vio-
lations of those rules. All we want to
do is make sure there is accountabil-
ity.

The bottom line is this, that those
records are there. If we could get them
from the local LSC instead of going
through the paperwork at the national
level, we think it would be easier to
make sure there is accountability and
there are no abuses. We are not asking
for anything but more accountability.
It is just that simple. The records are
there. I do not think it is going to cost
anymore than it does already.

Mr. SKAGGS. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, at least the legal serv-
ices grantee in metropolitan Denver,
realizing that they have not had a
whole lot of time to figure out what
this would cost, estimates it is prob-
ably a $20,000 a year proposition to deal
with all of the additional data manage-
ment and computer changes that are
involved.

Given, as the gentleman’s comments
have indicated, this information is al-
ready available, not necessarily pulled
together in just the fashion that his
amendment would require, it is some-
what bewildering to figure out why we
should be spending this additional
money.

Mr. Chairman, I assume the real con-
cern that we are trying to address here
is that legal services are getting into
kinds of cases that are proscribed
under the restrictions that are now in
law.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes.
Mr. SKAGGS. That information is

now readily available. It does not re-
quire names and addresses. That does
not add anything to understanding the
kinds of cases of either plaintiffs or de-
fendants. It does not require names of
courts attached to those kinds of cases.
We already know that. It can be gotten
at without the additional burdens that
gentleman’s amendment would impose
on these strapped operations.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I do not want to prolong the dis-
cussion.

Mr. SKAGGS. I do want to prolong it,
because we are getting somewhere.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. This infor-
mation, if you really want to get it,
you can go to the court records, a cum-
bersome thing, and it takes a lot of
time to dig through records that you
do not want to go through, or you can
go to the national LSC and get it.
What I am saying is they can get it
from the local LSC.

Mr. SKAGGS. Reclaiming my time,
the local operation already keeps
records by the kinds of cases they are
litigating. If that is the gentleman’s
concern, that they are getting into
kinds of cases that they should not,
that information exists.

What additional benefit is it in the
gentleman’s mind to note names and
addresses of plaintiffs and defendants
and the address of the court? How can
that make any difference in our under-

standing of the kinds of cases that are
being litigated?
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, the bottom line is that more de-
tailed information gives us more of an
oversight of the actual operation of the
local LSC that may be in violation of
the current statutes that we pass here
in the Congress, and we know those
exist.

Mr. SKAGGS. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, if we have a class action
being brought and that record exists at
the local office, what difference does it
make to our oversight needs in know-
ing the names of all the defendants and
plaintiffs collected in a different man-
ner than is now the case or where the
court happens to be? We have what we
need if we know they are doing a kind
of case that is not permitted, do we
not?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. The only
way we can get the information is to
dig through court records or go to the
national LSC, and we say we want to
go to the local LSC.

Now, actually, we are asking for
more information than what the gen-
tleman wants us to have, but we think
that is part of the policing effort that
is necessary to make sure they are ac-
countable.

Mr. SKAGGS. Reclaiming my time, I
am not complaining about the informa-
tion we need to do oversight. That al-
ready exists at the local level.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. We cannot
get it at the local level unless we go
through the local LSC.

Mr. SKAGGS. If all the gentleman is
concerned about is that they are get-
ting into the kinds of cases the gen-
tleman does not like and that are pro-
scribed, why do we not limit the gen-
tleman’s amendment to making sure
they have available at the local level
an accounting for the kinds of lawsuits
being brought, to see whether any of
those violate the restrictions?

Why does the gentleman need this
other information that will be costly
and burdensome for the local legal
services operations to put together?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. We want to
make sure. We want to make sure we
are covering the waterfront so that
there is no problem and they are not
covering up something.

Mr. SKAGGS. Reclaiming my time, I
think it is transparent. The only rea-
son to go through these extra steps is
to be a gratuitous burden on the oper-
ation that the gentleman thinks we
should not be doing at all.

I think his position is self-evident,
although we are trying to dance around
other rationales for putting this costly
additional burden on these operations,
which I think is very regrettable. I
hope my colleagues will vote ‘‘no.’’

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 30 seconds.

Let me just say they are not going to
be overburdened. The information is al-
ready in their files. This makes it easi-

er to police it, though, because the peo-
ple who want to police LSC do not have
to go through the machinations of
going to Washington, DC to get the in-
formation. They can get it through the
local LSC office.

The fact of the matter is the local
LSC offices do not really want to give
that information out. They have it. It
will not be an additional burden. I do
not understand the argument.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
LOBIONDO].

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Indiana for
yielding me this time, and I rise in
strong support of the amendment by
my colleague from Indiana; [Mr. BUR-
TON].

I believe everyone should have access
to legal services, but in the case of
Legal Services Corp., it is no longer
just defending individuals, it is bully-
ing employers, specifically farmers.
The Legal Services Corp. is not just
representing but it is, instead, pros-
ecuting and twisting the laws origi-
nally intended to shield those who need
protection, to badger legitimate and
honest small business people.

In southern New Jersey we have a
thriving agricultural industry, and it is
common between employers and em-
ployees at times in any arena. And oc-
casionally there is litigation between
the farmers and workers over various
employment issues. The Legal Services
Corp. is there to provide representation
for the workers who are often unable
financially to secure legal representa-
tion on their own.

However, the complaint I frequently
hear from the farmers in my district
and from my State is that the Legal
Services Corp. attorneys pursue such
litigation recklessly, with questionable
tactics and motives; again, with ques-
tionable tactics and motives.

Let me share two examples that oc-
curred in my district. A farmer from
Salem County, NJ, settled a multiple
plaintiff claim for $500 per worker, the
total amount to be put in escrow and
distributed by the Legal Services Corp.
in Puerto Rico where the plaintiffs
lived.

LSC first reported to the farmer
there was a $500 surplus which he would
get back. Just earlier this year, how-
ever, LSC wrote informing him that a
man had walked in claiming to have
worked for the farmer and was entitled
to the $500, just upon that claim of
walking in. LSC let the farmer know
that he could respond via his attorney
within 20 days or the $500 would be
given to the plaintiff.

This is insanity. Despite this, the
farmer had no record of the claimant
ever working for him. It would have
cost him more than $500 just to respond
through his attorney, so he was forced
to allow the distribution and forego the
surplus.

Another farmer from Atlanta Coun-
ty, NJ, called the local police to escort
a disruptive worker with a weapon off
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his property. LSC got involved and 2
years later their lawyers filed a claim
against the farmer for eviction. This
farmer took it to the U.S. Department
of Labor arbitration and won. Legal
Services Corp. refused to appear at the
arbitration. They refused to appear at
the arbitration but, instead, pursued a
case in court against the farmer and
the city.

The case against the farmer is still
going on and LSC refuses to settle for
less than $11,000. Think about that.
After the police escort someone from
his home who has threatened him with
an ice pick he got sued for eviction.

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, these
are the kinds of abuses that continu-
ously take place. I strongly support the
gentleman’s amendment because we
have to start to rectify these many
problems that are going after by legal
services who are targeting farmers of
moderate means, farmers of moderate
means who are forced into settlements
that do not make any sense. This is
wrong. It needs to be corrected.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS].

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I can-
not help but observing in response to
the prior gentleman’s points that they
had nothing to do with the substance of
the amendment before the House.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. HOSTETTLER].

(Mr. HOSTETTLER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment by
my colleague from Indiana [Mr. BUR-
TON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FOX].

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to speak on behalf of the
Burton amendment, which I believe
would create an additional level of as-
surance that legal services programs
are working effectively and respon-
sively.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. BURTON] for his willing-
ness to work with me to address some
of my concerns regarding the language
of his original amendment. While we
may differ in our views on the need to
continue funding for legal services pro-
grams, I know we share the same inter-
est in seeing that any federally funded
program is efficient, effective, and op-
erates in the sunshine of public scru-
tiny.

Earlier, during the consideration of
this bill, we debated on the adequate
funding level for low income legal serv-
ices. I was pleased the House exercised
its will to support by a broad margin a
higher funding level than was included
in the committee mark. During debate,
many Members expressed concerns
about the activities of several legal aid
agencies around the country. I do not

take these concerns lightly, however
the charges levied I believe in most, if
not all cases, are exaggerated beyond
the issue of whether or not they are ap-
propriate in the new environment of
the reformed Legal Services Corp.

We must be certain the information
provided from this legislation is used
responsibly and not to harass the agen-
cies or the clients. I appeal to those
who are pressing this amendment and
ask that this information not be used
to further inflame the rhetoric fostered
by outside groups, but that it be used
within the proper congressional over-
sight that should be conducted over
every taxpayer’s dollar.

I do believe that public exposure can
be positive, and I will support the
amendment. I continue to have minor
concerns about the details and process
included in the amendment, however I
am hopeful the gentleman from Indi-
ana will give further consideration to
these concerns and that we can work
them out in conference committee.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore [Mr.
NUSSLE]. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. BURTON].

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are

there further amendments at this point
in the bill?

If not, the Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

MARINE MAMMAL COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Marine
Mammal Commission as authorized by title
II of Public Law 92–522, as amended,
$1,000,000.

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses for the Securities
and Exchange Commission, including serv-
ices as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, the rental
of space (to include multiple year leases) in
the District of Columbia and elsewhere, and
not to exceed $3,000 for official reception and
representation expenses, $283,000,000, of
which not to exceed $10,000 may be used to-
ward funding a permanent secretariat for the
International Organization of Securities
Commissions, and of which not to exceed
$100,000 shall be available for expenses for
consultations and meetings hosted by the
Commission with foreign governmental and
other regulatory officials, members of their
delegations, appropriate representatives and
staff to exchange views concerning develop-
ments relating to securities matters, devel-
opment and implementation of cooperation
agreements concerning securities matters
and provision of technical assistance for the
development of foreign securities markets,
such expenses to include necessary logistic
and administrative expenses and the ex-
penses of Commission staff and foreign
invitees in attendance at such consultations
and meetings including (1) such incidental
expenses as meals taken in the course of
such attendance, (2) any travel and transpor-
tation to or from such meetings, and (3) any
other related lodging or subsistance: Pro-
vided, That fees and charges authorized by

sections 6(b)(4) of the Securities Act of 1933
(15 U.S.C. 77f(b)(4)) and 31(d) of the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78ee(d)) shall
be credited to this account as offsetting col-
lections: Provided further, That not to exceed
$249,523,000 of such offsetting collections
shall be available until expended for nec-
essary expenses of this account: Provided fur-
ther, That the total amount appropriated for
fiscal year 1998 under this heading shall be
reduced as all such offsetting fees are depos-
ited to this appropriation so as to result in a
final total fiscal year 1998 appropriation
from the General Fund estimated at not
more than $33,477,000: Provided further, That
any such fees collected in excess of
$249,523,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended but shall not be available for obliga-
tion until October 1, 1998.

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, of the Small Business Administra-
tion as authorized by Public Law 103–403, in-
cluding hire of passenger motor vehicles as
authorized by 31 U.S.C. 1343 and 1344, and not
to exceed $3,500 for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses, $235,047,000: Provided,
That the Administrator is authorized to
charge fees to cover the cost of publications
developed by the Administration, and cer-
tain loan servicing activities: Provided fur-
ther, That, notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302,
revenues received from all such activities
shall be credited to this account, to be avail-
able for carrying out these purposes without
further appropriations: Provided further, That
$75,500,000 shall be available to fund grants
for performance in fiscal year 1998 or fiscal
year 1999 as authorized by section 21 of the
Small Business Act, as amended.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the provi-
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as
amended (5 U.S.C. App. 1–11, as amended by
Public Law 100–504), $9,490,000.

BUSINESS LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For the cost of guaranteed loans,
$187,100,000, as authorized by 15 U.S.C. 631
note, of which $45,000,000 shall remain avail-
able until September 30, 1999: Provided, That
such costs, including the cost of modifying
such loans, shall be as defined in section 502
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Pro-
vided further, That during fiscal year 1998,
commitments to guarantee loans under sec-
tion 503 of the Small Business Investment
Act of 1958, as amended, shall not exceed the
amount of financings authorized under sec-
tion 20(n)(2)(B) of the Small Business Act, as
amended.

In addition, for administrative expenses to
carry out the direct and guaranteed loan
programs, $94,000,000, which may be trans-
ferred to and merged with the appropriations
for Salaries and Expenses.

DISASTER LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For the cost of disaster loans and associ-
ated administrative expenses, $199,100,000, to
remain available until expended: Provided,
That such costs for direct loans, including
the cost of modifying such loans, shall be as
defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974: Provided further, That of
the amounts available under this heading,
$500,000 shall be transferred to and merged
with appropriations for the Office of Inspec-
tor General of the Small Business Adminis-
tration for audits and reviews of disaster
loans and the disaster loan program.

SURETY BOND GUARANTEES REVOLVING FUND

For additional capital for the ‘‘Surety
Bond Guarantees Revolving Fund’’, author-
ized by the Small Business Investment Act,
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as amended, $3,500,000, to remain available
without fiscal year limitation as authorized
by 15 U.S.C. 631 note.
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION—SMALL BUSINESS

ADMINISTRATION

Not to exceed 5 percent of any appropria-
tion made available for the current fiscal
year for the Small Business Administration
in this Act may be transferred between such
appropriations, but no such appropriation
shall be increased by more than 10 percent
by any such transfers: Provided, That any
transfer pursuant to this paragraph shall be
treated as a reprogramming of funds under
section 605 of this Act and shall not be avail-
able for obligation or expenditure except in
compliance with the procedures set forth in
that section.

STATE JUSTICE INSTITUTE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the State Jus-
tice Institute, as authorized by the State
Justice Institute Authorization Act of 1992
(Public Law 102–572 (106 Stat. 4515–4516)),
$3,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That not to exceed $2,500
shall be available for official reception and
representation expenses.

TITLE VI—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 601. No part of any appropriation con-

tained in this Act shall be used for publicity
or propaganda purposes not authorized by
the Congress.

SEC. 602. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 603. The expenditure of any appropria-
tion under this Act for any consulting serv-
ice through procurement contract, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those
contracts where such expenditures are a
matter of public record and available for
public inspection, except where otherwise
provided under existing law, or under exist-
ing Executive order issued pursuant to exist-
ing law.

SEC. 604. If any provision of this Act or the
application of such provision to any person
or circumstances shall be held invalid, the
remainder of the Act and the application of
each provision to persons or circumstances
other than those as to which it is held in-
valid shall not be affected thereby.

SEC. 605. (a) None of the funds provided
under this Act, or provided under previous
appropriations Acts to the agencies funded
by this Act that remain available for obliga-
tion or expenditure in fiscal year 1998, or
provided from any accounts in the Treasury
of the United States derived by the collec-
tion of fees available to the agencies funded
by this Act, shall be available for obligation
or expenditure through a reprogramming of
funds which (1) creates new programs; (2)
eliminates a program, project, or activity;
(3) increases funds or personnel by any
means for any project or activity for which
funds have been denied or restricted; (4) relo-
cates an office or employees; (5) reorganizes
offices, programs, or activities; or (6) con-
tracts out or privatizes any functions, or ac-
tivities presently performed by Federal em-
ployees; unless the Appropriations Commit-
tees of both Houses of Congress are notified
fifteen days in advance of such reprogram-
ming of funds.

(b) None of the funds provided under this
Act, or provided under previous appropria-
tions Acts to the agencies funded by this Act
that remain available for obligation or ex-
penditure in fiscal year 1998, or provided
from any accounts in the Treasury of the
United States derived by the collection of
fees available to the agencies funded by this
Act, shall be available for obligation or ex-

penditure for activities, programs, or
projects through a reprogramming of funds
in excess of $500,000 or 10 percent, whichever
is less, that (1) augments existing programs,
projects, or activities; (2) reduces by 10 per-
cent funding for any existing program,
project, or activity, or numbers of personnel
by 10 percent as approved by Congress; or (3)
results from any general savings from a re-
duction in personnel which would result in a
change in existing programs, activities, or
projects as approved by Congress; unless the
Appropriations Committees of both Houses
of Congress are notified fifteen days in ad-
vance of such reprogramming of funds.

SEC. 606. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used for the construction,
repair (other than emergency repair), over-
haul, conversion, or modernization of vessels
for the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration in shipyards located outside
of the United States.

SEC. 607. (a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE
EQUIPMENT AND PRODUCTS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that, to the greatest extent
practicable, all equipment and products pur-
chased with funds made available in this Act
should be American-made.

(b) NOTICE REQUIREMENT.—In providing fi-
nancial assistance to, or entering into any
contract with, any entity using funds made
available in this Act, the head of each Fed-
eral agency, to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, shall provide to such entity a notice
describing the statement made in subsection
(a) by the Congress.

(c) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PER-
SONS FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE
IN AMERICA.—If it has been finally deter-
mined by a court or Federal agency that any
person intentionally affixed a label bearing a
‘‘Made in America’’ inscription, or any in-
scription with the same meaning, to any
product sold in or shipped to the United
States that is not made in the United States,
the person shall be ineligible to receive any
contract or subcontract made with funds
made available in this Act, pursuant to the
debarment, suspension, and ineligibility pro-
cedures described in sections 9.400 through
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations.

SEC. 608. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to implement, ad-
minister, or enforce any guidelines of the
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
covering harassment based on religion, when
it is made known to the Federal entity or of-
ficial to which such funds are made available
that such guidelines do not differ in any re-
spect from the proposed guidelines published
by the Commission on October 1, 1993 (58
Fed. Reg. 51266).

SEC. 609. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
obligated or expended to pay for any cost in-
curred for (1) opening or operating any Unit-
ed States diplomatic or consular post in the
Socialist Republic of Vietnam that was not
operating on July 11, 1995; (2) expanding any
United States diplomatic or consular post in
the Socialist Republic of Vietnam that was
operating on July 11, 1995; or (3) increasing
the total number of personnel assigned to
United States diplomatic or consular posts
in the Socialist Republic of Vietnam above
the levels existing on July 11, 1995, unless the
President certifies within 60 days, based
upon all information available to the United
States Government that the Government of
the Socialist Republic of Vietnam is cooper-
ating in full faith with the United States in
the following four areas:

(1) Resolving discrepancy cases, live
sightings and field activities.

(2) Recovering and repatriating American
remains.

(3) Accelerating efforts to provide docu-
ments that will help lead to fullest possible
accounting of POW/MIA’s.

(4) Providing further assistance in imple-
menting trilateral investigations with Laos.

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. DOGGETT

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. DOGGETT:
At the end of the bill, insert after the last

section (preceding the short title) the follow-
ing new section:

SEC. . None of the funds provided by this
Act shall be available to promote the sale or
export of tobacco or tobacco products, or to
seek the reduction or removal by any foreign
country of restrictions on the marketing of
such products.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MOLLOHAN AS A

SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED
BY MR. DOGGETT

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment as a substitute for
the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. MOLLO-

HAN as a substitute for the amendment
offered by Mr. DOGGETT:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted, insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds provided by this
Act shall be available to promote the sale or
export of tobacco or tobacco products, or to
seek the reduction or removal by any foreign
country of restrictions on the marketing of
tobacco or tobacco products, except for re-
strictions which are not applied equally to
all tobacco or tobacco products of the same
type.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Thurs-
day, September 25, 1997, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT] and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 15 min-
utes on both amendments.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, the
substitute amendment is acceptable.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. With-
out objection, the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN] may
control the 15 minutes in opposition.

There was no objection.
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I have
a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
NUSSLE). The gentleman will state it.

Mr. DOGGETT. The substitute
amendment is before us as having been
adopted.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. That is
correct.

Mr. DOGGETT. And, Mr. Chairman, I
will have 15 minutes in support of the
substitute amendment. And who will
have 15 minutes in opposition to that
amendment?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there a Member opposed to that
amendment?

Without objection, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT] will control
the 15 minutes in opposition.

There was no objection.
Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself 2 minutes.
Mr. Chairman, this amendment con-

cerns the health of our children, the
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children of the entire world. The dan-
gers of nicotine addiction to our chil-
dren are now increasingly known.
Three thousand young Americans each
day become caught up in the nicotine
habit, our leading cause of preventable
death in America.

But these dangers do not stop at our
country’s shores. With increasing pres-
sure to stop hooking kids here at home
on nicotine, the big tobacco companies
are spreading out around the globe to
hook other people’s kids. To make
matters worse, American tax dollars,
our tax dollars, have been used to pro-
mote addicting our people’s children to
the nicotine drug. This amendment
would put a stop to that.

Since 1990, while Phillip Morris sales
have grown by only 4.7 percent here in
the United States, they have grown by
80 percent abroad. Smoking causes
about 3 million deaths each year
around the world. And it is estimated
that in another couple of decades, the
number will rise to 10 million, with 70
percent of all deaths from smoking
coming into developing countries that
are the newest targets of big tobacco.

Unfortunately, the U.S. Government
and the U.S. taxpayer has been
complicit in this export of death. Gov-
ernment employees in the Office of the
U.S. Trade Representative and the
Commerce and State Departments,
economic and commercial counselors
around the globe have assisted Amer-
ican tobacco companies overseas to
break down barriers, and the result has
been more kids around the globe are
smoking.

One of the examples comes from our
Embassy in Thailand, where instead of
promoting health, our taxpayer dollars
were used to try to discourage health
restrictions. This amendment would
put a stop to that and would ensure
that America provides leadership in
protecting children around the world
instead of exposing them to disease.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Colorado [Ms.
DEGETTE], one of the coauthors of this
amendment.

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Chairman, to-
bacco does not discriminate. Tobacco
kills people, young and old, black and
white, American and Thai alike. Yet it
seems that our Government discrimi-
nates when it comes to tobacco.

At home, the U.S. Government
spends millions of dollars every year on
tobacco prevention programs and is
currently engaged in the most aggres-
sive effort to date to curb youth smok-
ing in America. But abroad in Asia,
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet
Union, the U.S. Government works
hand in hand with tobacco companies
to promote its product and increase its
use in the overseas marketplace. What
does this say about how our Govern-
ment values human life? Is a life in
downtown Washington more precious
than a life in Bangkok? Tobacco does
not discriminate, and neither should
we.

There is a real difference between a
company voicing legitimate inter-

national trade concerns and the to-
bacco industry’s use of the Federal
Government as a school yard bully to
force foreign governments to subject
their young to a barrage of cigarette
marketing. It is a black eye for Amer-
ican diplomacy.

There is no doubt the entry of Amer-
ican tobacco overseas has dramatically
increased consumption worldwide. In
Taiwan, smoking rates of high school
students jumped from 22 to 32 percent
in the 2 years after American ciga-
rettes were introduced. In Korea, the
rate for male teens grew from 18 to 30
percent in just 1 year. In Japan, 26 per-
cent of high school senior girls were
smoking in 1990 after U.S. cigarettes
were introduced.

Let us face it, tobacco companies do
not need an extra boost from our Gov-
ernment to thrive overseas. That is
why since 1993 we have banned such ac-
tivity by the Agriculture Department
by prohibiting the agency from pro-
moting tobacco through the market ac-
cess program.

As Congress embarks on the historic
negotiations to reduce smoking at
home, it would be inhumane for us to
continue supporting this smoking
abroad.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO], who has
been one of the leaders in trying to
protect other children from tobacco.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in strong support of this amend-
ment. This is just common sense. To-
bacco kills. U.S. taxpayer dollars
should not be used to help the tobacco
industry market this deadly product.

This is not a car. It is not a com-
puter. It is not some piece of tech-
nology which is going to help to im-
prove the quality of life. It is a product
that, in fact, kills people. We have seen
the dangers of smoking right here at
home. We have spent billions of dollars
on health care for people with tobacco-
related diseases.

We should not be in the business to
allow the tobacco industry to turn its
gaze outward to the untapped markets
across the world. Now that their mar-
ket shares are beginning to decline in
the United States, our Government has
no business using taxpayer dollars to
help the tobacco industry export this
deadly product.

The Department of Agriculture is al-
ready barred from promoting tobacco
through the market access program.
This amendment would simply make
Federal policy consistent across the
Departments.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄4 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. LAMPSON].

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Chairman, if we
respect the way tobacco products are
marketed in this Nation because we are
concerned about the documented
health risks, how can we in good con-
science use taxpayer funds to help to-

bacco companies market their products
overseas in nations where no restric-
tions are placed on their tactics which
overwhelmingly target children? It is
indefensible.

As this Nation works to finalize a
settlement that will force tobacco
companies to reimburse States and in-
dividuals for the illnesses caused by
many of their products, we must not be
aiding the efforts to export those ill-
nesses overseas. In fact, a New York
Times editorial recently pointed out
American tobacco companies have
agreed to proposed domestic settle-
ment in part because it does not touch
them overseas where profits are soar-
ing and they can boldly target teen-
agers without fear of lawsuit or power-
ful critics.

In this Nation nearly 30 years of
antismoking efforts, because of it and
despite it, American children still rec-
ognize Joe Camel as much as they rec-
ognize Mickey Mouse. In Hong Kong,
empty packs of American cigarettes
can be redeemed for tickets to movies
and discos and concerts. In the mid-
1980’s our own U.S. Trade Representa-
tive demanded and won the right for
American tobacco companies to adver-
tise in Korea and Taiwan. No wonder
tobacco consumption is growing at the
fastest rate in the world in Asia.

I believe this Nation should be ex-
porting antismoking efforts, but at the
very least, we should stop aiding the
efforts of the tobacco companies over-
seas. I urge my colleagues to support
this amendment.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, are
there no speakers in opposition? I have
some other speakers. I wanted to be
sure I was not going to be faced with
other speakers at the end.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, no,
the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DOGGETT] is going to have a clear field
here.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. MEEHAN], who has done
as much as anyone in this Congress to
deal with the plague of this prevent-
able disease caused by tobacco.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the Doggett-
Meehan-Hansen-DeGette amendment.

Simply put, we can no longer con-
tinue to promote and facilitate the
overseas sale of preventable death. In
1995 alone, Mr. Chairman, tobacco
products killed 3 million people world-
wide. According to the World Health
Organization, 500 million people alive
today will die due to smoking-related
illness. It is hypocritical at best and
immoral at worst for us to continue on
our present course.

At a time when we are working to
improve the health of our citizens, it
should not be the policy of the U.S.
Government to promote the sale and
marketing of death and disease abroad.
This amendment, Mr. Chairman, is
about our Government’s complicity in
big tobacco’s export on an epidemic
scale.
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Here in the United States, smoking

rates among adults have finally begun
to decline. In response to a shrinking
domestic market, the American to-
bacco companies have turned their at-
tention to the independent national
market, particularly developing na-
tions in Asia, Latin America and East-
ern Europe. Indeed, Mr. Chairman,
international sales of Philip Morris and
R.J. Reynolds have already quadrupled
in the last 10 years.

Mr. Chairman, opponents of this
amendment do not mention the fact
that American tobacco companies are
unleashing an unprecedented advertis-
ing and marketing campaign on unso-
phisticated and vulnerable consumers
all across the world. Further, they con-
veniently forget to mention that Amer-
ican tobacco companies have targeted
women, the vast majority of whom had
not previously smoked, by linking the
women’s movement with the smoking
of cigarettes.

It is abundantly clear that the Amer-
ican tobacco companies are looking
overseas for future profits. With this
amendment, we must decide whether or
not we, as a nation, will facilitate big
tobacco’s overseas campaign. Currently
we are willing accomplices to the
worldwide addition of children to to-
bacco products. Thus, we had have con-
tributed to these untimely deaths.

How can we on the one hand seek to
protect our children from the ravages
of nicotine addiction while promoting
the activities of tobacco companies
abroad? This is a good amendment.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. LEWIS].

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the Doggett
amendment. We should not use any
Federal funds to support the promotion
and export of tobacco overseas. To-
bacco kills. It is a known killer. It is
toxic and addictive. Tobacco kills more
than 1,000 Americans every day.

Most people begin smoking when
they are teenagers. Every day 3,000
young people begin smoking. We must
put an end to this effort. This is an ef-
fort we support worldwide. We must
send that same message around the
world that tobacco kills. We should
not, we must not, we cannot support
smoking in other countries around the
world.

We must not allow public funds to
promote smoking in other countries.
Why should we export our poison? Why
should we send our poison to poorer,
sicker, less developed countries? We all
live on this planet together, Mr. Chair-
man. We must be concerned not just
about our children becoming addicted,
we must also be concerned about chil-
dren around the world, rich or poor,
black, white, yellow, or brown. They
all are our children.

We are talking about the lives of in-
nocent children. Mr. Chairman, we
have people that are trying to sell poi-
son to our neighbors’ children. They
are using their money and their ads
and their glamour to poison our Na-
tion’s and neighbors’ children. We have

a moral responsibility not to support
this effort. We have a moral duty to
protect our neighbors’ children just as
we protect our own children. We must
say no to tobacco both here in our
country and around the world.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. LUTHER], one of the leaders
in the effort to deal with the young
people and not having them become ad-
dicted to nicotine.

Mr. LUTHER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of this amendment be-
cause America’s tobacco companies are
continuing to profit from addicting the
world’s children to tobacco.

This amendment will force the U.S.
Government to cease the unconscion-
able practice of assisting these compa-
nies in promoting tobacco use abroad.
We now have extensive research show-
ing that billboards and advertisements
in magazines increase smoking among
youth.

The fact that children are being used
as advertising targets severely detracts
from their ability to make sound judg-
ments about the devastating health
consequences of smoking. Let us put
emotion aside and simply consider the
facts.

In foreign country after foreign coun-
try, smoking rates among young people
have skyrocketed after American ciga-
rettes were introduced. This is atro-
cious, and the U.S. Government is in
part responsible. We must no longer be
part of this tragedy.

I urge my fellow House Members to
support this amendment, discourage
tobacco use around the world, and send
the message that America will not tol-
erate this kind of assault on the
world’s children.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, this
has been a bipartisan effort. The gen-
tleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN], one of
the coauthors, is not here today to
speak.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs.
MORELLA], my distinguished Repub-
lican colleague and another leader in
this effort.

(Mrs. MORELLA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.).

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DOGGETT] for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, I want to try to really
condense and simply say that I think it
is a very important amendment, and I
hope that my colleagues will all sup-
port it. Tobacco use continues to be a
major health problem in our country.
We all know that. It is responsible for
one out of five illnesses, according to
the Centers for Disease Control. We
know that those illnesses coming from
tobacco cost Medicare more than $10
billion a year, Medicaid more than $5
billion.

b 1015
Mr. Chairman, I do not understand

why we are subsidizing the promotion
of tobacco products in the first place.
The tobacco industry makes large prof-
its on their products, and in fact 68

cents of every dollar that is spent by
consumers on tobacco products goes to
manufacturers and distributors. Price-
Waterhouse conducted a study that
concluded that the tobacco industry
generates about 800,000 jobs. However,
more than 3 million people worldwide
die each year from diseases related to
tobacco use. That means that four peo-
ple must die each year to create one
job.

The amendment before us is merely
an extension of legislative actions
taken by past Congresses. In every ag-
riculture appropriations bill since 1993,
Congress has approved provisions to
prohibit the Agriculture Department
from promoting the sale or export of
tobacco products overseas. This amend-
ment extends the prohibition to the
Departments of Commerce, State, and
the U.S. Trade Representative.

We should not be using taxpayer
funds to promote the sale or export of
cigarettes. This is a product that ad-
dicts children and kills one-half of its
long-term users. The American Heart
Association emphasizes that ‘‘more
people die each year in the United
States from smoking than from AIDS,
alcohol, drug use, homicide, car acci-
dents, and fires combined. Tobacco use
accounts for more than $68 billion in
health care costs and lost productivity
each year.

I think it is time for the Federal
Government to get out of the tobacco
business. I urge my colleagues to seize
this opportunity to move one step
more towards accomplishing that goal.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for 3–3⁄4 min-
utes.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, my
thanks to all of my colleagues who
have joined on what I believe is an im-
portant amendment. This will be the
first time that this Congress, particu-
larly in view of all of the discussion of
the tobacco settlement, recognizes and
goes on record that our responsibilities
as a world leader and as a moral leader
in this world do not stop at the shores
of this Nation.

Yes, we are concerned that 3,000
young Americans become addicts to to-
bacco each day; yes, we are concerned
that this is the leading cause of pre-
ventable death in this country; yes, we
are concerned when tobacco companies
come through this Congress and sneak
in a $50 billion tax credit for them-
selves. But our concern does not go
just to our children; it goes to the chil-
dren of the world. And we know that if
a tobacco settlement is funded by sim-
ply addicting other children we have
forfeited our claim to responsibility in
this world and our claim to any moral
leadership in this world.

And so today, Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve this House will go on record as
saying no longer will we use the tax
dollars of American taxpayers to pro-
mote the sale of tobacco abroad, and no
longer will we ask the U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative, as happened in Korea, to
go in and knock down restrictions on
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advertising directed at young Koreans,
directed at the children of Korea so
that they can become addicted to nico-
tine, and say that we did it because it
was a trade regulation that was limit-
ing new entrants, American tobacco
companies, into this foreign market.
We go on record against that.

There is an amendment that has been
added by my colleague from West Vir-
ginia, and it is a narrow amendment
indeed. It says essentially that if some
country were to say we do not want
West Virginia tobacco but we will take
the tobacco from the rest of the world,
that that would be a very narrow lim-
ited basis for the Trade Representative
to go in and see that that kind of arbi-
trary discrimination did not occur. But
not with reference to health and safety
regulations, not with regard to the in-
gredients in tobacco, as our embassy in
Thailand sought to do to limit the
health efforts of the Thai Government;
no, what we will be doing today is re-
sponding to the tobacco control advo-
cates from 19 countries around the
world who wrote this Congress this
very summer and asked us specifically
to provide for an explicit statement
that our Trade Representative and our
State Department would not be out
trying to interfere with the health reg-
ulations of other countries around this
world who are trying to protect their
children from the problem of tobacco
just as we are trying to protect ours.

As the New York Times wrote re-
cently, Washington can surely remove
tobacco from the category of products
that get aggressive support for opening
foreign markets. American companies
and the American Government unleash
sophisticated marketing campaigns
that increase smoking and, of course,
thereby increase preventable death in
many countries where people do not
fully understand its danger. That gives
Washington a responsibility to undo
the damage, and that is precisely what
this House would be doing this morning
in adopting this amendment.

This amendment has been endorsed
by all of the leading public health orga-
nizations that have been struggling
with the menace of tobacco in this
country. The American Lung Associa-
tion, Dr. C. Everett Koop, President
Reagan’s Surgeon General, has spoken
out with reference to this matter, and
I believe we will constructively move
forward this morning to adopt an
amendment that really for the first
time in this Congress goes on record
concerning our feelings about the prob-
lems of tobacco.

And I hope that we will see this in-
corporated into the instructions that
go to every one of our commercial and
economic counselors around the globe,
so that they will understand full well
that anything they might do on behalf
of an American tobacco company has
been seriously and narrowly limited to
those most arbitrary regulations that
have nothing to do with public health
and safety. Their job should be, as em-
issaries for our country, to encourage

other countries to promote health and
safety and well-being for their chil-
dren, and not to promote the sale of a
product that is the leading cause of
preventable death in this world.

Mr. Chairman, I ask for approval of
the amendment, as amended.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Doggett-Meehan amendment
because our Government should do every-
thing it can to prevent the use of tobacco
products—regardless if that use occurs in the
United States or abroad. The amendment be-
fore us is simple—it merely prohibits the use
of taxpayer dollars to help tobacco companies
market their products overseas.

Overseas communities clearly represent the
future market for America’s tobacco products.
Since 1990, the sale of Philip Morris tobacco
products have increased in this country by
about 5 percent. However, during the same
time period, Philip Morris’ overseas sales sky-
rocketed by 80 percent.

Worse still, the new smokers who are at-
tracted to these U.S. tobacco products are
children. For example just 2 years after Amer-
ican cigarettes were introduced to Taiwan,
smoking rates among Taiwanese teenagers
jumped from 22 to 32 percent. In Korea, the
number of male teens who smoked almost
doubled to 30 percent just 1 year after United
States tobacco products entered the market.

Mr. Speaker, in my view, each of us should
do everything we can to reduce smoking
worldwide—not just in the United States. This
is especially true when you consider that it’s
the kids of the world who are most susceptible
to the marketing of this lethal product.

I urge my colleagues to take this small, but
worthy step to reduce the world’s addiction to
tobacco by limiting our country’s ability to push
tobacco use abroad. I urge you to support the
Doggett amendment—let’s not spend anymore
taxpayer dollars to boost these lethal tobacco
products overseas.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong
support of this amendment, which will take us
one more step toward a consistent Federal to-
bacco policy.

Tobacco products kill over 3 million people
every year, including 400,000 Americans.
Every day, thousands of young people start
smoking. One in three will die from cancer,
heart disease, and other illnesses caused by
smoking. American taxpayers should not be
subsidizing this deadly product.

We in the United States are facing a public
health crisis over the effects of tobacco use. In
fact, we spend almost $200 million each year
to warn Americans about the dangers of to-
bacco and prevent its use.

But it is irresponsible fiscal and health policy
for the Federal Government to then turn
around and promote the sale of tobacco prod-
ucts overseas. What kind of an example are
we setting for the rest of the world? What kind
of an example are we setting for our own kids
here in the United States who are being told
not to smoke?

It’s time for this hypocrisy to end. We must
make our Federal tobacco policy consistent
with our public health policy.

Today, we have an opportunity to move an-
other step down the road to dissolving the
Federal Government’s partnership with the to-
bacco industry. We must stop using taxpayer
dollars to subsidize a product that kills millions
of adults, addicts our kids, and costs billions a
year in health care.

I urge my colleagues to support this impor-
tant amendment.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this attack on farmers. Singling
out one legal product is wrong. It this amend-
ment passes, the U.S. Trade Representative
will be prevented from using America’s influ-
ence with foreign countries to eliminate unfair
foreign trade barriers imposed on a legal,
American product grown by family farmers.
One third of the tobacco grown in this country
is exported. Foreign markets for American to-
bacco are vital to small tobacco farmers and
their communities. This legislation represents
an assault on America’s family farmers.

If USTR is no longer allowed to take action
against trade barriers imposed on these Amer-
ican products, foreign governments will im-
pose such barriers at will. We would never do
this to other legal, products such as American
automobiles, American computers, American
seafood, American beef, or American air-
planes. We’re fighting to gain access to for-
eign markets for these products. Not doing so
for tobacco is unfair and is bad policy. Con-
gress would not dare do this to any other
group of American Producers.

USTR’s hands would be tied in negotiating
trade deals with countries where tobacco is
but one of a host of items considered. A coun-
try could ban all American tobacco, a violation
of the General Agreements on Tariffs and
Trade. Yet, USTR would be prevented from
taking action, even if a clear violation has oc-
curred.

There is nothing to be gained by tying the
hands of USTR. This will not prevent people
from smoking. Those who choose to smoke
will simply buy cigarettes made in countries
where tobacco production is not regulated as
it is here. Countries where children are paid
poverty wages to make cigarettes in horrible
working conditions. Countries that do not regu-
late the use of pesticides. Countries that do
not inspect manufacturers for sanitary proce-
dures. This amendment won’t reduce smoking.
It will only benefit foreign tobacco companies
and farmers at the expense of 124,000 Amer-
ican family farmers.

This is the crop insurance vote all over
again. This body agreed that singling out one
commodity that receives crop insurance would
be discriminatory, and defeated an attempt
earlier this year to eliminate it for tobacco
farmers. This amendment is another unfair at-
tack on hard-working, god-fearing farmers
playing by the rules. I urge you to support
America’s right and responsibility to enforce
international agreements and to support Amer-
ican farmers. Vote ‘‘no’’ on this amendment.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the Doggett-Meehan-Han-
sen-DeGette amendment because the Federal
Government should not be in the business of
assisting the tobacco industry in promoting its
deadly and addictive products either in the
United States or in other countries.

The U.S. tobacco industry exploits the do-
mestic market by flooding our communities
with billboard, magazine and newspaper ad-
vertisements and sponsoring concerts and
sporting events. They have launched their
campaigns with the knowledge of the addictive
and deadly effects of tobacco and for years,
kept this information from the public. Worse
yet, while they knew that tobacco kills, the in-
dustry targeted our children and communities
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of color by promoting the ubiquitous Joe
Camel and exploiting cultural events such as
Juneteenth and Cinco de Mayo festivals.

With U.S. sales lagging in the United States,
the tobacco industry has turned to foreign
markets to launch their high-profile ads where
once again, they are targeting teens and
women of color in Asia, Africa, Central, South
America, the Caribbean, and Eastern Europe.
As a result, worldwide use of American to-
bacco has skyrocketed over the past 10 years.
Foreign sales now account for more than half
of all sales for Philip Morris and RJ Reynolds.

Due to the thousands of tobacco-related ill-
nesses and deaths that have resulted from the
use of tobacco, we are now in the midst of an
unprecedented so-called settlement with the
tobacco industry. We are finally discussing
substantial curtailment of the promotion, ad-
vertising, and distribution of tobacco products
in the United States. How then can we turn a
blind eye and allow the tobacco industry to ad-
dict thousands of people in developing na-
tions? How can we in good consciousness
allow the U.S. Government to undermine
health warning labels, ingredient disclosure
laws and tobacco advertising restrictions in
developing countries while we simultaneously
bolster these provisions in the United States?
With the full knowledge of the lethal effects of
tobacco use, the Federal Government is no
better than the tobacco industry if it encour-
ages and enables tobacco promotion in other
countries.

Referring to the present deal with the to-
bacco company as a global tobacco settle-
ment is cruel and hypocritical if we are going
to assist the industry in addicting people in for-
eign countries. Enabling the tobacco industry
to promote tobacco addiction while we curtail
its use in the United States is an unconscion-
able and unacceptable double standard.

I urge my colleagues to vote for this impor-
tant amendment which will send a clear mes-
sage to the tobacco industry that the U.S.
Government will not be an accomplice in pro-
moting tobacco-related illnesses and death
overseas.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN] as a sub-
stitute for the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DOGGETT].

The amendment offered as a sub-
stitute for the amendment was agreed
to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT], as
amended.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to this portion of the bill?

If not, the Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
SEC. 610. None of the funds made available

by this Act may be used for any United Na-
tions undertaking when it is made known to
the Federal official having authority to obli-
gate or expend such funds (1) that the United
Nations undertaking is a peacekeeping mis-
sion, (2) that such undertaking will involve
United States Armed Forces under the com-
mand or operational control of a foreign na-
tional, and (3) that the President’s military

advisors have not submitted to the President
a recommendation that such involvement is
in the national security interests of the
United States and the President has not sub-
mitted to the Congress such a recommenda-
tion.

SEC. 611. None of the funds made available
in this Act shall be used to provide the fol-
lowing amenities or personal comforts in the
Federal prison system—

(1) in-cell television viewing except for
prisoners who are segregated from the gen-
eral prison population for their own safety;

(2) the viewing of R, X, and NC–17 rated
movies, through whatever medium pre-
sented;

(3) any instruction (live or through broad-
casts) or training equipment for boxing,
wrestling, judo, karate, or other martial art,
or any bodybuilding or weightlifting equip-
ment of any sort;

(4) possession of in-cell coffee pots, hot
plates or heating elements; or

(5) the use or possession of any electric or
electronic musical instrument.

SEC. 612. None of the funds made available
in title II for the National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration (NOAA) under the
heading ‘‘Fleet Modernization, Shipbuilding
and Conversion’’ may be used to implement
sections 603, 604, and 605 of Public Law 102–
567.

SEC. 613. Any costs incurred by a Depart-
ment or agency funded under this Act result-
ing from personnel actions taken in response
to funding reductions included in this Act
shall be absorbed within the total budgetary
resources available to such Department or
agency: Provided, That the authority to
transfer funds between appropriations ac-
counts as may be necessary to carry out this
section is provided in addition to authorities
included elsewhere in this Act: Provided fur-
ther, That use of funds to carry out this sec-
tion shall be treated as a reprogramming of
funds under section 605 of this Act and shall
not be available for obligation or expendi-
ture except in compliance with the proce-
dures set forth in that section.

SEC. 614. None of the funds made available
in this Act to the Federal Bureau of Prisons
may be used to distribute or make available
any commercially published information or
material to a prisoner when it is made
known to the Federal official having author-
ity to obligate or expend such funds that
such information or material is sexually ex-
plicit or features nudity.

SEC. 615. Of the funds appropriated in this
Act under the heading ‘‘OFFICE OF JUSTICE
PROGRAMS—STATE AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCE-
MENT ASSISTANCE’’, not more than ninety
percent of the amount to be awarded to an
entity under the Local Law Enforcement
Block Grant shall be made available to such
an entity when it is made known to the Fed-
eral official having authority to obligate or
expend such funds that the entity that em-
ploys a public safety officer (as such term is
defined in section 1204 of title I of the Omni-
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968) does not provide such a public safety of-
ficer who retires or is separated from service
due to injury suffered as the direct and prox-
imate result of a personal injury sustained in
the line of duty while responding to an emer-
gency situation or a hot pursuit (as such
terms are defined by State law) with the
same or better level of health insurance ben-
efits that are paid by the entity at the time
of retirement or separation.

SEC. 616. EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENT.—Any
Member of Congress and any individual who
is paid by the Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives or the Secretary of the Senate
shall be entitled to receive a reimbursement
for any legal expenses and other legitimate
expenses incurred by such Member or indi-

vidual in connection with a Department of
Justice prosecution arising from or in con-
nection with the performance of official du-
ties and brought against such Member or in-
dividual if such Member or individual is ac-
quitted of the charges brought, the charges
are dismissed by a court, or the conviction is
reversed on appeal.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments at this point in the bill?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOEKSTRA

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HOEKSTRA: At
the end of the bill, insert after the last sec-
tion (preceding the short title) the following
new section:

SEC. 617. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to pay the expenses
of an election officer appointed by a court to
oversee an election of any officer or trustee
for the International Brotherhood of Team-
sters.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA] and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA].

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, what this amendment
does is it accomplishes an objective
that we outlined last week on an ear-
lier appropriations bill. What it does is
it prohibits the spending of any addi-
tional dollars on the actual paying for
the administration of a rerun election
by the Teamsters Union. As my col-
leagues are aware, the Federal Govern-
ment spent roughly $20 million in 1995
through 1997 to pay for a Teamsters’
election. The efforts of these taxpayer
dollars were subverted by individuals
within the Teamsters, resulting in the
election being thrown out because of il-
legalities and corruption in that elec-
tion.

This paid, these dollars paid for the
actual printing of ballots, the counting
of ballots, the payment of phones, the
internal operations of a private organi-
zation. It is not the taxpayers’ respon-
sibility to incur these costs. It is the
Federal Government’s responsibility to
oversee and ensure that no Federal
election laws are violated, that there
are no violations. This amendment
says we will supervise but we will not
pay for the day-to-day operations of a
private organization.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume. This amendment would at-
tempt to validate an agreement en-
tered into by the Justice Department
under the Bush administration. We
think that the gentleman’s approach is
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ill considered, that the Bush adminis-
tration in the 1988 consent decrees re-
quire that the Teamsters pay for court
supervision of the 1991 election, which
cost about $19 million. We oppose the
amendment because we feel that we
should have the flexibility to partici-
pate and to ensure that the elections
are conducted fairly. Granted, that is
an imperfect process, but nevertheless,
because of the history of these elec-
tions and the seriousness of the
charges, and they are being repeated
here, certainly the Government should
have a role in this and through the
process of oversight. Obviously if this
is knocked out we would not be able to
participate in that.

So, Mr. Chairman, we oppose the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, this is not, this
amendment does not remove the Fed-
eral Government from its proper role of
oversight for the activities of private
organizations. What this amendment
does is it says we will not pay for the
transactions that a private organiza-
tion has to incur on a day-to-day busi-
ness to fulfill its proper role to run its
business.

This is corporate welfare, corporate
welfare at its worst, because when the
Federal Government in 1996 did reach
out and say, ‘‘We are going to help you
and we’re going to pay for your day-to-
day operations,’’ people within the
Teamsters said, ‘‘Thank you very
much,’’ and they took this $20 million
and they used it for illegal purposes,
not to build their union, not to
strengthen their organization, but to
begin to destroy it and destroy the con-
fidence at all levels and destroy the
public perception of this organization.

Mr. Chairman, this organization has
the funds to run its day-to-day oper-
ations. The taxpayers should not once
again be asked to foot the bill and to
run the day-to-day operations. The
Federal Government, the Labor De-
partment and the Justice Department
have a role and have a responsibility to
monitor and supervise those elections,
not to pay for the counting of the bal-
lots and the printing of the ballots.
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Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS].

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, we have
no objection to the amendment, and in
fact support its adoption. I thank the
gentleman for offering the amendment.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 239, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA]
will be postponed.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to this portion of the bill?

AMENDMENT NO. 57 OFFERED BY MR. FOX OF
PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. FOX. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 57 offered by Mr. FOX of
Pennsylvania:

Page 117, after line 2, insert the following
new section:

SEC. 617. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
obligated or expended, directly or indirectly,
to make any payment to, provide any finan-
cial assistance to, or enter into any contract
with, the Palestine Broadcasting Corpora-
tion, any affiliate or successor agency of
such corporation, or any journalist employed
by or representing such corporation.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order against the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Would the gen-
tleman like to speak on his reserva-
tion?

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order against this
amendment because it proposes chang-
ing existing law, constitutes legisla-
tion on an appropriation bill, and,
therefore, violates clause 2 of rule XXI.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
wish to make a point of order, or re-
serve a point of order at this point?

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman re-
serves a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to speak
on behalf of amendment 57. From a
merits point of view, the Palestinian
Broadcast Corporation, which receives
some funds from the United States,
speaks out against the United States.
But the important point I would like to
make is I would like to, in the interest
of bipartisanship, be able to delete lan-
guage from the amendment. The words
‘‘any affiliate or successor agency of
such corporation or any journalist em-
ployed by or representing such corpora-
tion,’’ I would like to delete that lan-
guage by unanimous consent.

If those in charge of both sides of the
aisle would agree to that change, I
would be very grateful, so the point of
order which could be made would be
cured. I would be very grateful if that
could be agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. FOX]?

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
luctantly object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.
Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair-

man, I would submit that considering
we are on the Justice-Commerce appro-
priation, the idea of having free speech
move forward in this Chamber and not
have a technicality rule over sub-
stance, I would appreciate it if both
sides of the aisle would consider the
possibility of the unanimous-consent
request and deleting the language.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. I yield to
the gentleman from West Virginia.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, a
couple of things for my good friend
from Pennsylvania, who I was very
pleased to work with on the Legal
Services amendment this year and last
year, and I did not do this lightly, and
I would love to be able to accommodate
the gentleman.

First of all, when we are talking
about free speech, the underlying issue
here really is associated with free
speech in USIA funding, the ability of
groups in the Middle East to market
their views and opinions. The gentle-
man’s amendment would cut that off.
We can argue about the content of that
speech, but I think the gentleman’s
amendment cuts it off regardless of the
content.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, to make the
clarification, the fact is this is not free
speech, the United States is paying for
it, and the Palestinian Broadcast Cor-
poration is calling for the annihilation
of the United States. I do not think we
should fund agencies that call for the
destruction of the United States and
the destruction of other countries, in-
cluding Israel. So it is not free speech,
we are paying for it.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman would yield further,
without debating that issue further, we
are also operating under a very con-
strained unanimous-consent agreement
here, and I think that it would set a
bad precedent with some of these
amendments that are coming up if we
were to allow for them to be amended.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair-
man, with all due respect, reclaiming
my time, the fact is the momentary
seconds in this Chamber to allow the
curative deletion would allow the
Members to vote on the motion, and
then your persuasive, thoughtful argu-
ments could win the day on the merits.

I believe it is not in the interests and
the spirit of this body, nor this com-
mittee that has done such good work,
to disallow this unanimous consent for
the purpose of stifling debate and sti-
fling the Members’ ability to speak out
for or against or vote for or against.

So I would ask the ranking member
to reconsider his original consideration
of my request in the hopes that with
comity and cooperation, we could move
on and go to the merits of the matter.
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POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from West Virginia insist on his point
of order?

Mr. MOLLOHAN. I insist on my point
of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order against the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. FOX] because
it proposes to change existing law and
constitutes legislation in an appropria-
tion bill and, therefore, violates clause
2 of rule XXI.

The rule states in pertinent part ‘‘no
amendment to a general appropriation
bill shall be in order if changing exist-
ing’’ law. This amendment gives af-
firmative direction in effect, imposes
additional duties, and modifies existing
powers and duties.

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a ruling from
the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. FOX] wish to
be heard?

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair-
man, I do not believe, with all due re-
spect to my good friend from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN], with whom I
have had an opportunity to work on
Legal Services, and I am grateful, in
this particular instance I do not be-
lieve this is legislating in an appropria-
tion bill.

The fact of the matter is we are say-
ing no funds can go to the Palestinian
Broadcast Corporation. Whether or not
it talks about a successor agency does
not put new duties, in my opinion, on
anyone. It is surplusage language. It
does not actually give new duties, nor
does it violate the spirit or intent of
the purpose of such restrictions that
are normally placed.

I do appreciate, Mr. Chairman, when
there are new duties placed in legisla-
tion. I do not believe this is such a
case. Therefore, I would respectfully
request that the Chair find in favor of
the amendment moving forward as is.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule.

The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FOX] is
in the form of a limitation. The amend-
ment seeks to deny funds for payments
to, financial assistance for, or the en-
tering into contracts with, the Pal-
estinian Broadcast Corporation, or any
affiliate or successor agency to the
Palestinian Broadcast Corporation, or
any journalist employed by or rep-
resenting such corporation.

As recorded in Deschler’s Precedents,
volume 8, chapter 26, section 52, even
though amendment in the form of a
negative restriction on funds in a bill
might refrain from explicitly assigning
new duties to officers of the govern-
ment, if the putative limitation implic-
itly requires them to make investiga-
tions, compile evidence, or make judg-
ments and determinations not other-
wise required of them by law, then it
assumes the character of legislation

and is subject to a point of order under
clause 2(c) of rule XXI.

The proponent of a limitation as-
sumes the burden of proving that any
duties imposed by the provision are
merely ministerial or are already re-
quired by law.

The Chair in this instance must focus
on the requirement in the amendment
that the officials who administer the
funds in question must determine what
a ‘‘successor agency’’ to the Palestin-
ian Broadcasting Corporation may be.
Absent a showing that those officials
are already charged with that respon-
sibility or possessed of that informa-
tion, the Chair must conclude that the
amendment would impose a new duty
on such officials.

Accordingly, the Chair rules that the
amendment changes existing law, is
not in the form of a proper limitation
and the point of order is sustained.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
peal the decision of the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is,
Shall the decision of the Chair stand as
the judgment of the Committee?

The decision of the Chair was sus-
tained.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to this portion of the bill?
AMENDMENT NO. 61 OFFERED BY MS. VELÁZQUEZ

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 61 offered by Ms.
VELÁZQUEZ:

Page 117, after line 2, insert the following:
SEC. 627. (a) IN GENERAL.—None of the

funds appropriated to carry out this Act
shall be used to deport or remove from the
United States any alien who was provided by
the Immigration and Naturalization Service
one of the following identification numbers:

A76553660.
A76553650.
A76553651.
A76553661.
A76553858.
A76553862.
A76553863.
A76553876.
A76553877.
A76553665.
A76553659.
A76553658.
A76553679.
A76553678.
A76553681.
A76553654.
A74553078.
A74553079.
A74553077.
A76553683.
A76553674.
A76553652.
A76553692.
A76553649.
A76553673.
A76183163.
A76183162.
A76553653.
A76553686.
A76553688.
A76553664.
A76553871.
A76553888.
A76553684.

A76553887.
A76553657.
A76553672.
A76553685.
A76553655.
A76553688.
A76553667.
A76553682.
A76553680.
A74553085.
A74553076.
A76553690.
A76553691.
A76553698

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, Sep-
tember 25, 1997, the gentlewoman from
New York [Ms. VELÁZQUEZ] and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New York [Ms.
VELÁZQUEZ).

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, right now there are
people who are working 18 to 20 hours
a day under threat of beatings and tor-
ture. One might think I am describing
a Third World country, but I am not.
Right now these crimes are repeated in
virtually every major city in this coun-
try. Why? Because the victims of these
crimes are undocumented immigrants
and their tormentors are using fear to
silence them.

Last July a group of disabled Mexi-
can immigrants were discovered living
in squalor in my district. They had
been taken from their villages in Mex-
ico, smuggled into this country, and
forced to work to up to 18 hours a day.
If they did not earn enough money,
they were beaten.

In this case, the victims could not
bear their terrible treatment any
longer. Knowing that they might be
separated from their children and that
they might be put up in jail, they still
went to the police. These are brave
people who exposed a terrible crime.
Yet how are they treated? For the past
2 months they have been held in a
motel in Queens while immigration of-
ficials decide their fate.

I am offering an amendment today
that will bar the Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service from using its
funds to deport the victims of these
terrible crimes.

Let me be perfectly clear: These peo-
ple were brought to this country, they
were tortured and beaten, they were
enslaved because their abusers thought
their victims would keep silent out of
fear of reprisals. My amendment will
put this Nation on notice that we will
no longer tolerate the abuse of the vul-
nerable.

If this amendment fails to pass, what
message is this Congress sending to the
country? That you can smuggle people
into this country, enslave them, beat
them, make a fortune with their labor,
and you know if they turn you in, they
will be deported?

What a great deal for the owners of
sweatshops. What a terrible deal for
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the victims. Is this how we should
treat these people who lived through
hell, and helped us uncover this awful
crime? Shall we send them packing, or
shall we show mercy?

My amendment is an act of compas-
sion on behalf of a group of people who
have been through hell.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Who rises in opposi-
tion?

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kentucky is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I state that I am in
opposition only in a very technical
sense in order to be able to speak to
the gentlewoman’s concerns.

Let me say first off that the gentle-
woman has raised a very troublesome
matter to all of us. I think every per-
son in this country, especially in this
Congress, sympathizes with the plight
of the people that the gentlewoman has
mentioned, and want to be of help. We
are trying to be of help.

I have discussed the matter with the
gentlewoman before the amendment
was offered and have pledged to her my
assistance in every aspect that we can
think of, and that of my colleagues, in
helping her and the others, to help
these people.

Under the present law, the Attorney
General of the United States has cer-
tain prerogatives to intervene in this
case and to prevent deportation and to
help in any number of ways.

The current law provides the Attor-
ney General with authority to with-
hold deportation for humanitarian pur-
poses and other circumstances.
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There are other remedies under cur-
rent law that can be exercised for
granting visas for witnesses, for exam-
ple, who have information of critical
value to the U.S. law enforcement offi-
cials, and this matter is under inves-
tigation, obviously, for perhaps crimi-
nal activity, among other things.

So I pledge to the gentlewoman that
we will all assist her in the effort to re-
lieve the plight of these people.

However, the gentlewoman’s amend-
ment on an appropriations bill would
be unprecedented. We have never done
what the gentlewoman is asking the
Congress to do here, and I think it
would set a terrible precedent for us to
intervene in a particular individual’s
problem with the bureaucracy, before
the bureaucracy has a chance to deal
with it.

So I would hope at the conclusion of
our discussion, the gentlewoman might
withdraw the amendment so that we
can then proceed to help her adminis-
tratively in the matter.

We will ask the Department of Jus-
tice and the INS, about the custody
and care of these people, any plans that

are being discussed that may involve
deportation, any options that they are
talking about to provide relief from de-
portation based on the authorities al-
ready available to the Attorney Gen-
eral, and I pledge that we will work
with the gentlewoman in a vigorous
way.

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
really appreciate the gentleman’s help.
I would share with the gentleman that
these people live right now in total
limbo, that they have exhausted every
mechanism. I have called on the Attor-
ney General, and she has yet to act on
this case. So I would appreciate that
the chairman and the ranking member
from our side will work with us, with
me, to make sure that a positive and
constructive resolution is granted
based on a humanitarian act. We have
to show compassion, and I know that it
will set a precedent, but this is the
only mechanism that right now I have
before me before the end of this ses-
sion.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I want to congratu-
late the gentlewoman for bringing the
matter to the attention of the Congress
and the country. She is to be highly
commended for that, and it is too bad
that the gentlewoman has had to resort
to an extraordinary procedure here in
order to gain the attention, I hope, of
the Attorney General and the staff of
the Justice Department and INS on
trying to gain some relief for these
people, and I pledge to the gentle-
woman that we will help you in that
regard.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from West Virginia.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
would just like to associate myself
with the gentleman’s sentiments. This
is an extraordinary situation, and I
commend the gentlewoman and her
colleague from New York for bringing
this issue to the Congress. We do un-
derstand how hard the gentlewoman
has worked to bring it to the attention
of the administration, and we are a bit
chagrined to see that there has not
been the kind of responsiveness that
would be merited in the circumstances.
I think the proposal that the gentle-
woman has worked out with the Chair-
man is one that will get attention, and
at the same time not create the kind of
unsatisfactory precedent that the
chairman is concerned with.

I join the chairman in assuring the
gentlewoman that we will do every-
thing necessary and everything in our
power to make sure that the gentle-
woman does get responsiveness from
the appropriate authorities.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, there is one other
option that the gentlewoman and I
have discussed. If the Attorney General

and the administration does not take
appropriate action in the immediate
future before we go to conference with
the Senate on this bill, there is always
the option of the conferees on this bill
with the House and Senate, taking fur-
ther action in respect to the matter.

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. MANTON], my col-
league in whose district some of the
victims live.

Mr. MANTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time. I rise in strong support of the
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York [Ms.
VELÁZQUEZ], the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SCHUMER], and the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. KING], my
friends and colleagues.

Most of my colleagues probably are
already aware of the tragic case of
some 57 hearing-impaired Mexican im-
migrants smuggled into this country
illegally and held in involuntary ser-
vitude, if you will. This was brought to
light through the national media on
July 20 of this year.

Mr. Chairman, these unfortunate in-
dividuals had been put up in two apart-
ment buildings in Queens, New York,
one located in my congressional dis-
trict and one in Representative
VELÁZQUEZ’s district. They were forced
to live in inadequate housing and to
panhandle by selling trinkets on the
streets and subways of New York.

In addition to being hearing-im-
paired, they knew only the Spanish
language and had no means to readily
communicate with anyone to tell them
of their plight. They were simply at
the mercy of their so-called employers.

Thanks to the good efforts of the
New York City Police Department, in
particular Officers Phil Rogan and
Billy Milan of the 115th Precinct, these
individuals were freed from the control
of their unscrupulous masters. Sadly,
their ordeal did not end there as they
face potential deportation in the near
future if the Velázquez-Schumer-King
amendment is not passed.

Mr. Chairman, it has been over 2
months since this situation came to
light, yet the status of these immi-
grants remains in limbo as they await
a decision by the Federal Government
while being held in a local motel.

I would like to commend the gen-
tleman from Kentucky and the gen-
tleman from West Virginia for their
compassion, and we look forward to
working with them to resolve this mat-
ter.

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
will now withdraw my amendment, and
I want to thank the chairman and the
ranking member, and I look forward to
working together to bring some peace
to these victims.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the amendment is withdrawn.

There was no objection.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 239, proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
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further proceedings were postponed in
the following order:

Amendment No. 33 offered by the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
GILMAN];

Amendment Nos. 2 and 3 en bloc of-
fered by the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. BARTLETT]; Amendment No. 36 of-
fered by the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. HOEKSTRA].

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GILMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York [Mr. GIL-
MAN] on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GILMAN:
Page 67, line 19, insert before the period

the following: Provided, That, of such
amount, not more than $356,242,740 shall be
available for obligation until the Secretary
of State has made one or more designations
of organizations as foreign terrorist organi-
zations pursuant to section 219(a) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1189(a)), as added by section 302 of Public
Law 104–132 (110 Stat. 1214, 1248).

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 396, noes 6,
answered ‘‘present’’ 5, not voting 26, as
follows:

[Roll No. 457]

AYES—396

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bereuter
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)

Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)

Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Foley

Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)

Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Radanovich
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen

Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryun
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—6

Dellums
McKinney

Miller (CA)
Minge

Paul
Rahall

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—5

Bonior
Johnson, E. B.

Kucinich
Moran (VA)

Waters

NOT VOTING—26

Bentsen
Berman
Bonilla
Buyer
Collins
Conyers
Dicks
Gibbons
Gonzalez

Hansen
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Kennedy (RI)
Lazio
McInnis
Meek

Owens
Quinn
Reyes
Schiff
Schumer
Spratt
Taylor (NC)
Tiahrt
Weygand

b 1111

Mr. MILLER of California and Mr.
DELLUMS changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no’’.

Mrs. CHENOWETH and Mr. WATT of
North Carolina changed their vote
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

Mr. KUCINICH changed his vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘present.’’

Mr. PAUL changed his vote from
‘‘present’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 239, the Chair announces
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time in which a
vote by electronic device will be taken
on each amendment on which the Chair
has postponed further proceedings.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. BARTLETT OF
MARYLAND

The CHAIRMAN. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendments offered by the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. BART-
LETT] on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendments.

The text of the amendments is as fol-
lows:

Amendments offered by Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland:

Amendment No. 2: In title IV relating to
‘‘DEPARTMENT OF STATE AND RELATED
AGENCIES’’, in the item relating to ‘‘Inter-
national Organizations and Conferences—
contributions to international organiza-
tions’’ strike ‘‘of which not to exceed
$54,000,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended for payment of arrearages’’ and all
that follows through the second proviso.

Amendment No. 3: In title IV relating to
‘‘DEPARTMENT OF STATE AND RELATED
AGENCIES’’, in the item relating to ‘‘Inter-
national Organizations and Conferences—
contributions to international peacekeeping
activities’’ strike ‘‘of which not to exceed
$46,000,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended for payment of arrearages’’ and all
that follows through the first proviso.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute

vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 165, noes 242,
not voting 26, as follows:
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[Roll No. 458]

AYES—165

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Blunt
Boehner
Bono
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Deal
DeLay
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Foley
Fowler

Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Granger
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kim
Kingston
Klug
Largent
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Pappas
Paul
Paxon
Pease

Peterson (PA)
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Portman
Radanovich
Redmond
Riggs
Riley
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shimkus
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Traficant
Upton
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (FL)

NOES—242

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bereuter
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne

Cramer
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Ehlers
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Forbes
Ford
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly

Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gordon
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hyde
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)

Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Livingston
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink

Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders

Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Stabenow
Stark
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Thomas
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Turner
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—26

Bentsen
Berman
Bonilla
Buyer
Collins
Dicks
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Hansen

Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hostettler
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Kennedy (RI)
Lazio
McInnis
Meek

Owens
Quinn
Reyes
Schiff
Schumer
Spratt
Taylor (NC)
Tiahrt
Weygand

b 1121

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:
Mr. Collins for, with Mr. Quinn against.

Mr. Gibbons for, with Ms. Harman against.

Mr. EWING changed his vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendments were rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOEKSTRA

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA]
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 213, noes 189,
not voting 31, as follows:

[Roll No. 459]

AYES—213

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bono
Boyd
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
Dickey
Doggett
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Foley
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske

Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
McCollum
McCrery
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker

Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Radanovich
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Roukema
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (FL)

NOES—189

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Cardin
Carson
Clay

Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Doyle
Engel

English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Forbes
Ford
Fox
Frank (MA)
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilman
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hefner
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Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Hooley
Houghton
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)

McDade
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Metcalf
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Poshard
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ros-Lehtinen

Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Sisisky
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Stabenow
Stark
Stokes
Stupak
Tauscher
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—31

Bentsen
Berman
Bonilla
Burton
Buyer
Capps
Collins
Dicks
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Hansen

Harman
Hastings (FL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Kennedy (RI)
Lazio
Manzullo
McInnis
Meek
Owens
Quinn

Reyes
Schiff
Schumer
Solomon
Spratt
Strickland
Taylor (NC)
Tiahrt
Weygand
Young (AK)

b 1130

The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:
Mr. Collins for, with Ms. Jackson-Lee of

Texas against.

b 1130

Mr. LUTHER changed his vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall
No. 459 I inserted my card in a voting station
and voted ‘‘aye’’. A green light appeared next
to my name. However, I am officially listed as
not having voted. I want to indicate for the
RECORD that I supported the Hoekstra amend-
ment.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words as the designee of the manager.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage
a four-way colloquy with the chairman
and two colleagues from adjacent dis-
tricts, the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
LATHAM] and the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. BARRETT], regarding prob-
lems with the smuggling of illegal
aliens in Nebraska and Iowa.

Mr. Chairman, Nebraska and Iowa
are major destinations for illegal
aliens and alien smugglers due to ex-

tremely low unemployment rates, the
number of meat-packing plants, and
other labor-intensive industries, and
due to the fact that two major inter-
state highways which cross the States,
I–80 and I–29, are serving as what seems
to be considered a low-risk corridor for
smuggling aliens to other parts of our
Nation.

The Omaha INS office, which serves
both States, could not respond to ap-
proximately 55 possible instances of
alien smuggling, including 382 sus-
pected illegal aliens in Nebraska and
Iowa, because the INS did not allocate
additional resources to respond.

The INS Omaha District Office has a
small staff when compared with nearby
district offices. Additionally, it does
not have a much needed antismuggling
unit, in contrast to other interior INS
districts in the United States.

Mr. Chairman, do you agree that INS
should allocate additional agents as
part of an antismuggling unit to the
Omaha District Office to fight the
smuggling of illegal aliens into and
through Nebraska and Omaha?

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. I am aware of the prob-
lems with alien smuggling in Nebraska
and Iowa that the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. BEREUTER] has raised. It is
for that very reason that the House re-
port includes language directing INS to
review the requirements of State and
localities in the central and western re-
gion of the country when allocating ad-
ditional personnel to apprehend, de-
tain, and remove illegal aliens.

I will continue to work with my col-
league to find a solution to the prob-
lem during our consultations with INS
on personnel deployment.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Kentucky
[Mr. ROGERS].

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER] for yielding.

I would like to also, Mr. Chairman,
take this opportunity to express my
continued concern about the rather
regular occurrence of alien smuggling
in and through Nebraska, particularly
along I–80, and I concur with the re-
quest of my colleague for an anti-
smuggling unit in the Omaha INS Dis-
trict Office.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Nebraska
[Mr. BARRETT] so much. It has hap-
pened in his own district.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BE-
REUTER] for yielding.

I have followed with great interest
the concerns of my colleagues from Ne-

braska because my home State of Iowa
shares many of the same problems.

As a member of the appropriations
subcommittee which funds INS and
other Department of Justice agencies, I
recognize the budgetary constraints
and limitations that face our law en-
forcement agencies. During the debate
on the immigration reform bill last
year, I successfully offered an amend-
ment mandating the INS coordinate its
activities with local and State agen-
cies. This cooperation of local, State,
and Federal agents will bring efficient
and thorough protection to our urban
and rural areas, especially in States
with few INS officers.

I want to highlight also the work of
the Tri-State Drug Task Force,
headquartered in Sioux City, IA, as an
example of effective coordination. The
task force has worked tirelessly to
stem the flow of illegal drugs to Iowa,
Nebraska, and South Dakota by coordi-
nating local police, sheriffs’ offices,
and Federal agents from the INS, the
Drug Enforcement Agency, and the
Marshal’s Service.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, this Member thanks
his distinguished colleagues and espe-
cially the distinguished gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS], the
chairman, for this colloquy with my
two colleagues and I. I thank him for
participating in the colloquy.

AMENDMENT NO. 54 OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF
NEW JERSEY

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 54 offered by Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey:

Page 117, after line 2, insert the following
new section:

SEC. 617. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
obligated or expended to pay the salary or
expenses of any official or employee of the
Department of State to make or carry out
any contract authorizing any private entity
to assess a charge or fee upon United States
citizens for information about United States
passports.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, Sep-
tember 25, 1997, the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] and a Member
opposed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume. This amendment is very sim-
ple. It is intended to stop the State De-
partment from charging Americans
twice for the same service.

The State Department has begun
charging, as I think many of my col-
leagues know now, U.S. citizens $1.05
per minute for information about their
U.S. passports. In order to get this in-
formation, they must call a 900 number
that is run by a for-profit corporation.
Americans who have already paid a $65
passport fee are now required to pay
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for information that used to be avail-
able for free.

Something, it seems to me, is very
wrong with this picture, especially be-
cause passport applicants are already
paying for more passport services than
they are receiving. Let us face it,
whether we think it is deserved or not,
900 telephone numbers carry certain
connotations with the American pub-
lic, from the racy to the ridiculous.
That forum should not be used to sell
information that should already belong
to the American people.

Mr. Chairman, the idea behind a user
fee such as the passport fee is that we
are paying for what it actually costs
the Government to provide us that
service. The user fees should not be
used for a profit engine, and passport
applicants are supposed to get what
they pay for. But the $65 fee that U.S.
citizens pay up front for passport proc-
essing already more than covers the
cost of passport services that they re-
ceive from the State Department.

A while back, the Department con-
ducted a fee study to justify the latest
increase in the passport fee to $65. But
the study, in fact, did not justify that
amount. The Department did its best
to attribute every possible cost to pass-
port users. It even went so far to factor
in the proportional cost of U.S. over-
seas consular services which might be
used by American travelers. But even
then, the total was nothing close to
$65. The Department has been at a loss
to know what to do in response to that
finding, so they have not released it to
the public.

Let me say again, this is a kind of
double taxation. We have had numer-
ous complaints in my State, particu-
larly in my counties of Monmouth,
Ocean, Mercer, and Burlington. As a
matter of fact, the county clerk in
Ocean County was the one who brought
this to my attention some time ago. So
this is in response to that criticism of
the people from those counties.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield to
the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, this is
an amendment that is under consider-
ation in the conference on the State
Department authorization bill that has
migrated onto this bill.

I understand that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] is op-
posed to the notion that people should
have to pay for a telephone call to ob-
tain information on passport applica-
tions. The problem was that the State
Department did not have the personnel
to be able to provide information, and
that this was a way to try to improve
service in exchange for a small charge.

While I am willing to accept the
Smith amendment, I believe there are
many unanswered questions about the
amendment. If the 1–900 number is
banned on October 1, as the amend-
ment would require, things will revert
to the way they were before, where the
service level was unsatisfactory. There

is a contractor providing the 1–900 serv-
ice, and if the contract is cut off, these
people will be laid off, and there could
be termination costs.

The State Department indicates that
if they have to switch to a different
manner of providing service, such as a
1–800 number, assuming money is avail-
able to pay for that service, a contract
would have to be recompeted, and it
could take months before a contract
could be awarded and a new service in-
stituted.

So in the short term, this amend-
ment has the possibility of decreasing
the availability of information to peo-
ple trying to track their passport ap-
plications. So I am not convinced that
the amendment is the final answer on
the issue.

But we are willing to work with the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH] and take the issue into con-
ference and see if we can work out a so-
lution that will adequately address the
situation.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Reclaim-
ing my time, I thank the chairman for
accepting the amendment.

Let me say clearly, the effective date
is open to movement, and the date of
enactment does not have to be nec-
essarily the effective date, so that
there is a transition.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. ACKER-
MAN].

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. SMITH] for yielding, and I thank
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
ROGERS] for his understanding and co-
operation on this issue and the leader-
ship of the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. SMITH], as well as the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN],
the ranking member.

The American people and, I think,
the Members of the House should just
roughly understand what is happening
here. The State Department decided
that they were upset because we did
not fully fund everything that they
were asking for. So they decided to
come up with their own tax on the
American people and say, well, we do
not have enough money to answer the
phones, so we will just contract and let
somebody else perform that duty.

It is almost as if we decided that we
were upset that we did not get enough
money for our legislative offices and
said, ‘‘Let us not answer the phones.
Let us get a company to answer the
phones for us, and it is a 900 number,
and they will tell what we are in favor
of or not in favor of and free up our
staff to do something else.’’ It is kind
of outrageous.

I just want to raise the ante from
what the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. SMITH] said. It is not double, it is
triple taxation. They pay taxes on the
15th of April.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH] has expired.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to claim the

time in opposition, although I am not
opposed.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.
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Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, it is

basically a triple taxation. We pay
taxes on the 15th of April; then there is
a user fee which is a tax of $65 on the
American people in order to get the
passport, so that will tax twice. Then
they decide that that is not good
enough, we are going to tax people for
the information, like going to the gro-
cery store and ask the grocer where the
milk is, and he says, ‘‘Ask that guy,
but he’s going to charge you to tell you
where the milk is.’’ I mean it is an ab-
solute absurdity.

There is a solution, and I appreciate
the suggestion, and it is certainly a
good one. An additional suggestion
would be to dedicate the $65 fee to the
State Department to allow them to use
that money rather than putting that
money back into the general fund. But
triple taxing the American people for
basic government information, basic
service to which they are entitled, is
an absolute absurdity, and I salute the
gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. SMITH of Jersey. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ACKERMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, the complaints that we have been
getting are very much like what the
gentleman is talking about. If people
called my office and the gentleman’s
office and other Members’ offices seek-
ing basic information about that case
that we have under consideration with
the IRS or any other Federal bureauc-
racy, it would be absurd to charge
them for that phone call, and that is
what this is all about. And let me reit-
erate again to the Members that the
$65 for the passport more than covers.
There is a profit there for the State De-
partment, regrettably; it ought to be
lower, it should accommodate what
does the service cost, and then that is
what the cost should be.

So this amendment seeks to do what
the IRS and nobody else could even
think of doing; that is, having a 900
number to give basic information. We
are in the service business. We ought to
enhance that service, and an 800 num-
ber would do that job, and that is what
we are hoping will come out of this.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman is absolutely correct.

We have a case of a nun who lived in
my district. She had been adopted, had
a different name in her adulthood, was
selected by her order to represent them
overseas and had to get a passport. She
had to call this 900 number. She got
trapped in this system. They did not
know how to fix this thing. She was
spending $60 calling 900 numbers. Ev-
erybody was looking at her kind of
crookedly in her convent, as my col-
leagues know, why is she on this 900
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number all night, and the deal was she
was the nun who could not fly. They
could not fix this for her.

Mr. Chairman, certainly she is enti-
tled to basic government services as
every other U.S. citizen is without
being taxed three times, and I appre-
ciate the cooperation of gentleman
from New Jersey and the chairman and
ranking member on this.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 58 OFFERED BY MR. KLECZKA

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 58 offered by Mr. KLECZKA:
Page 117, after line 2, insert the following:
SEC. 617. None of the funds appropriated to

carry out this Act may be used to purchase
or install live fingerprint scanners in Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service field of-
fices or card scanners at Immigration and
Naturalization Service centers unless the
Immigration and Naturalization Service re-
funds, not later than 6 months after the date
of the enactment of this Act, all fees paid to
the Immigration and Naturalization Service
for designated fingerprinting service certifi-
cation under 8 C.F.R. § 103.2(e).

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, Sep-
tember 25, 1997, the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. KLECZKA] and a Member
opposed will each control 5 minutes.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the gentle-
man’s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS] reserves a
point of order, and the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. KLECZKA] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, I am
aware of the point of order that has
been raised. I will not pursue the
amendment, I will withdraw it at a
later time, but I would like to establish
for the record the situation that the
amendment seeks to address.

Mr. Chairman, last summer the INS
instituted a designated fingerprinting
service to ask local firms to enter into
contracts with the INS to help them
out in this fingerprinting operation.
The Senate bill and the bill before us
today does away with outside interests,
outside firms, nonprofit organizations
from doing the fingerprinting for the
Immigration Service. The immigration
Service under both products will do
this function themselves, and that is
fine, and I do not take issue with that
because of some of the past problems.

However, the situation that we are
looking at today is that the INS is not
positive, they are not sure that they
are going to refund the fees collected
from these organizations who, in good
faith, paid the money to do the service
for a period of 3 years. I have been con-
tacted in my district by two organiza-
tions who sent them their application
fee of $370. Now they are being told by

the Congress, We don’t need you any
more. Their inquiry is whether or not
they are going to get their money
back, or a prorated portion of that. I
called the INS, and they indicated that
they are not sure whether or not they
are going to refund the dollars. The
amendment’s purpose is to mandate
that the INS give the money back.

We have just seen hearings in both
Houses of Congress this week about a
Federal agency which treated our con-
stituents in a shoddy manner, and
these tax filers are angry over that.
Some time ago we heard about a situa-
tion where an elderly individual in
error sent a $50,000 check to the IRS.
He subsequently passed away, his heirs
found the error, and now they want the
money back. The IRS says they are not
going to give it back. This is a type of
situation that we get ourselves into
when the Federal agency does some-
thing goofy, similar to what the pre-
vious amendment or the speakers on
the previous amendment had to relate
to us, that now they are charging to
talk to them through a 900 number.

Before this thing gets out of hand,
know full well, Members, that there
are 3,700 organizations who in good
faith sent the application through to
the INS, sent their $370. Now we are
yanking the task away from them, and
I think it is wise that we mandate that
the INS give the money back. If we do
not need them any more, give the
money back.

And let me ask the chairman of the
committee to indicate to at least this
Member what his knowledge of the sit-
uation is and how he could possibly
help out in this situation.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KLECZKA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman bringing the mat-
ter to our attention. Although the gen-
tleman’s amendment I think is out of
order and he says he is going to with-
draw the amendment, nevertheless, in
spite of his withdrawing it and in re-
sponse to his concern, I will be looking
into the status of that issue with the
INS and the Justice Department to see
if there is some way we can resolve the
matter, and I appreciate the gentle-
man’s interest.

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Kentucky
very much.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KLECZKA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from West Virginia.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
just want to compliment the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin. He has raised a
real fairness issue here. The INS has
gone out, trying to address the tremen-
dous numbers of fingerprints they have
to process, and contracted with the pri-
vate entities to do this, and now the
Congress is looking at all that, and I
am satisfied with that policy; we are
pulling that back in. And it is only

fair, and I appreciate the gentleman
bringing that to the committee, and I
know that his constituents and all
those private sector entities across the
country are performing this service
and will appreciate his bringing this to
our attention too.

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw the
amendment, but know full well that I
and others in this body who have orga-
nizations involved in this will be
watching the activity of the INS to
make sure that they just give the
money back.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment of-

fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin
is withdrawn.

Are there further amendments?
AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED BY MR. BARR OF

GEORGIA

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 16 offered by Mr. BARR of
Georgia:

Page 117, after line 2, insert the following
new section:

SEC. 617. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to conduct any study
of the medicinal use or legalization of mari-
juana or any other drug or substance in
schedule I under part B of the Controlled
Substances Act.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, Sep-
tember 25, 1997, the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. BARR] and a Member op-
posed will each control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. BARR].

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
this is a very simple, straightforward
amendment. It simply reaffirms what I
believe to be current policy of this
body and current policy of the adminis-
tration, and that is to not use taxpayer
funds for the study of legalization of
drugs. And the amendment simply di-
rects that no funds made available
under this act for these departments or
agencies of the Federal Government
shall be used for the study of legaliza-
tion or medicinal uses of marijuana or
any other schedule I controlled sub-
stance.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to read
into the record exactly what a schedule
I controlled substance is, and that in-
cludes marijuana through its primary
ingredient THC. Under title 21, section
812 of the United States Code, a sched-
ule I substance is a, quote, drug or
other substance that has a high poten-
tial for abuse, close quote. It is further,
quote, a drug or other substance that
has no currently acceptable and no cur-
rently accepted medical use in treat-
ment in the United States, close quote.
Further, quote, there is a lack of ac-
cepted safety for use of the drug or
other substance under medical super-
vision, close quote.
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That being the case, Mr. Chairman, I

think it is entirely appropriate that we
make absolutely clear to the American
people that our Government is not
going to be funding studies that go
contrary to well-established existing
law based on scientific fact and study
over many years.

This amendment, Mr. Chairman, is
entirely consistent with the explicit
stated policy of this administration. As
evidence of that I quote from a hearing
on May 1, 1997, before the Subcommit-
tee on National Security, International
Affairs, and Criminal Justice of the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight, of which I was present and
engaged in questioning with General
McCaffrey, head of the Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy, and I quote
General McCaffrey’s response.

It’s unequivocally clear in writing, that
the Attorney General, the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, the Secretary of
Education and I and others supported, obvi-
ously approved by the President, are unalter-
ably opposed to the legalization of drugs for
the surreptitious legalization of drugs under
the guise of medical uses.

Mr. Chairman, if any department of
our Government ought to be using tax-
payer funds to study the legalization or
so-called medicinal uses of drugs, it
ought not to be the Department of Jus-
tice. The Department of Justice is
tasked under our Constitution and our
laws with enforcing our criminal laws,
some of which I have just read, the
Controlled Substances Act. It would be
foolhardy to allow the Department of
Justice to talk out of both sides of its
mouth, on the one hand enforcing
those drug laws which contain as a
controlled mind-altering substance
marijuana, and yet at the same time
talk out of the other side of its mouth
in saying, ‘‘But we’re going to study
whether or not it ought to be legal-
ized,’’ which is an implicit message
that maybe it ought not to be a con-
trolled substance.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BARR of Georgia. I yield to the
gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I am
not aware that the Justice Department
is studying the medicinal uses of mari-
juana. If the gentleman knows about
that, I will be very interested to know
about it.

But, Mr. Chairman, I have no objec-
tion to the amendment, and in fact
support its adoption.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I would cite to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Kentucky the fact that
the administration is proposing to
spend $1 million of taxpayer funds for
the so-called medicinal use study of
marijuana.

Mr. ROGERS. If the gentleman would
yield, that is not the Justice Depart-
ment. I am told that is the office of the
drug czar in the White House.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. That is cor-
rect, that is the ONDCP.

Mr. ROGERS. And, of course, we do
not appropriate for the office of the

drug czar in the White House. We ap-
propriate for the Justice Department.
Now if the gentleman has information
that the Justice Department is study-
ing the legalization or medicinal uses
of marijuana, give that to me forth-
with.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Reclaiming my
time, the gentleman is absolutely cor-
rect. At this time we do not. My prob-
lem is, and the reason that I think this
amendment is necessary, is that even
though the director of ONDCP states
on record that he is not in favor of
studying legalization of drugs, at the
same time through his office they are
seeking to spend $1 million. If they can
do it in ONDCP, talk out of both sides
of their mouth, my fear is other de-
partments, including the Department
of Justice, may do the same thing; and
I think this is an important guarantee
for the people of this country to know
that at least these departments, in-
cluding most importantly the Depart-
ment of Justice, tasked with enforcing
our drug laws, is not and will not be
utilizing taxpayer moneys for such
foolhardy studies.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Just very briefly, I appreciate the
gentleman’s affirming that the admin-
istration has no intention to undertake
such studies or to institute such a pol-
icy. To my knowledge, I agree with the
gentleman, there is nothing in this bill
that relates to the gentleman’s amend-
ment, and in that sense the gentle-
man’s amendment really has no effect
on our bill. And in that sense it is kind
of a progravity amendment and if the
gentleman from Kentucky wants to ac-
cept it, I certainly do not have opposi-
tion to it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. BARR].

The amendment was agreed to.
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The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to this portion of the bill?

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS].

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, we
have one more colloquy.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw my
motion.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the motion is withdrawn.

There was no objection.
Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the last word.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from West Virginia is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentlewoman from Oregon
[Ms. FURSE].

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to enter into a colloquy. I am
joined in this colloquy by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. RIGGS],

and I do not see him on the floor right
now, so, if I may, I will just do my part
of this.

I am joining the gentleman from
California [Mr. RIGGS] to support con-
tinued funding for the Northwest
Emergency Assistance Program. The
Hire the Fishers Program has been suc-
cessful in providing jobs for over 300
displaced fisher families in the Pacific
Northwest, while working to recover
the region’s economically vital salmon
runs.

The program includes a sea data col-
lection program in order to better
manage our salmon fisheries, and a
habitat restoration program designed
to give fishers an active role in return-
ing the Pacific salmon runs to a har-
vestable level.

The Hire the Fisher Program, Mr.
Chairman, is an excellent model of a
Federal-State partnership that works
both for the environment and the econ-
omy. It is a win-win for the States, the
fishers, and the fish. In short, it is a
program that continues to deserve our
support.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. FURSE. I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate my colleague’s interest, and also
the work of our colleague, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. RIGGS],
who has been tireless in his pursuit of
this issue, as has the gentlewoman.
Both have contacted me about this al-
ready, and other programs related to
the problems of the Pacific Northwest
fisheries. In fact, the bill already pro-
vides significant resources to address
these problems.

However, the NEAP Program is not a
program which has ever been funded
out of this bill, and no funds have been
requested by the White House in their
budget request. However, knowing of
the gentlewoman’s interests, that of
the gentleman from California [Mr.
RIGGS] and others, I will be happy to
look further at the program as we pro-
ceed along.

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I thank the gentleman for
his gracious attention.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. HOBSON]
having assumed the chair, Mr. HAST-
INGS of Washington, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 2267), making ap-
propriations for the Departments of
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Ju-
diciary, and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1998,
and for other purposes, had come to no
resolution thereon.
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CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

HEARINGS NEEDED IN HOUSE NOW

(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, today,
for the first time in this Congress,
Democratic determination has pro-
duced some results on reducing the in-
fluence of special interest campaign
money.

A debate is under way at this very
moment in this very building on spe-
cific bipartisan campaign finance re-
form, the McCain-Feingold proposal.
But it is not enough that reform pass
the Senate. In my civics class we
learned it has to pass the House of Rep-
resentatives also. And what is the news
on that subject? Today’s banner head-
lines, ‘‘GINGRICH Asserts Campaign
Bill, Alive in Senate, Is Dead in
House.’’

The American people do not want
this proposal stillborn in the House. We
are pleased that there is a debate fi-
nally after so many Democratic de-
mands underway, but it must occur in
both parts of this Capitol Building, not
just in one.

As we read on through the story, we
learn we have the same problem with
the Republican leadership. They say
they want more money in campaigns,
not less. We need reform now.

f

NO FEDERAL FUNDING OF STUD-
IES OF USE OF MIND-ALTERING
DRUGS

(Mr. BARR of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
we just adopted an amendment to the
appropriations bill currently before
this body that would prohibit, at least
for those agencies and departments of
this Government covered by that bill,
H.R. 2267, that none of them can use
any funds so appropriated for the study
of legalization or so-called medicinal
use of marijuana or other schedule I
controlled substances.

Mr. Speaker, I wish it were not nec-
essary to offer such amendments, but
it is. The fact of the matter is that
even though our Office of National
Drug Control Policy asserts under oath
and in writing that it is neither the in-
tent nor the purpose of this adminis-
tration to expend taxpayer moneys for
such purposes, such as the medicinal
use of marijuana or other drugs or the
legalization thereof, they are in fact
doing so.

Therefore, these amendments become
necessary to stop this administration
from talking out of both sides of its
mouth on drug policy. This amendment
and others I intend to offer on spending
bills will send a very clear message to
the taxpayers of this country that they
are not going to have to continue to
fund the study of legalization of mind-
altering drugs.

DEBATE NEEDED IN HOUSE ON
CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, this is the people’s House.
This is where the debate of our con-
stituents is supposed to take place by
those who have been elected by them.

But we cannot have a debate, appar-
ently, in the people’s House on cam-
paign finance reform, and yet it is cam-
paign contributions and soft money
contributions to campaigns that is dis-
torting the decisions that are being
made in this House. It is campaign con-
tributions that allow a $50 billion tax
break to be given to the tobacco com-
panies in the middle of the night, with
no vote, no discussion, and no debate.

In the other body, in the U.S. Senate,
they are starting the debate on cam-
paign finance reform. But here, because
of Speaker GINGRICH, Majority Leader
ARMEY, we are told we cannot debate
that in the people’s House.

We need to have that debate. We need
to free the people’s House from the in-
fluence of soft money and special inter-
est contributions that are corrupting
the legislative process and are corrupt-
ing the democratic process in this
country. No longer can we have the de-
cisions being made based upon who
gave you a contribution.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, the pending
business is the question of agreeing to
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal
of the last day’s proceedings.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

f

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
SEPTEMBER 29, 1997

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 10:30 a.m. on Monday next for
morning hour debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

f

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the busi-
ness in order under the Calendar
Wednesday rule be dispensed with on
Wednesday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

SPECIAL ORDERS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. SHIMKUS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. SHIMKUS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extension of Remarks.]
f

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, it is
really now or never. Either this Con-
gress acts now to remedy at least some
of the shortcomings of the 1996 cam-
paigns and the way that they are fi-
nanced, or we can kiss good-bye to any
hope of reform in time to affect the
1998 elections.

Many Americans have been con-
cerned about practices and events that
occurred in both of the political parties
during the 1996 elections. But the time
is today to decide, are we going to do
anything about it, or just talk about it
a little bit more?

Fortunately, the determination of
Democrats in the U.S. Senate is lead-
ing to action today. As I speak here, in
the Senate a specific proposal to
change the way campaigns operate is
being debated fully, and I am sure it
will be discussed over the next several
days there. After considerable obstruc-
tion by Republicans and the leadership
and probably more obstruction to
come, there is at least a debate going
on there, according to agreed terms.

But here in the House of Representa-
tives, where this proposal must also be
approved, we read in this morning’s
paper, ‘‘Gingrich asserts campaign bill,
alive in Senate, is dead in house.’’

Indeed, we find ourselves in a situa-
tion where, back in 1995, that same
Speaker GINGRICH shook hands with
President Clinton and said he wanted
to achieve bipartisan campaign finance
reform. That is essentially the last we
heard of it. The smile had hardly faded
before the interest in reforming cam-
paigns, which could have been in place
for the 1996 elections, was forgotten.
Nothing happened until the eve of the
elections, when a contrived proposal
was brought here on a very short no-
tice for 1 hour, and even many of our
Republican colleagues rejected it, be-
cause it was not reform. Rather, it was
the kind of proposal that was con-
demned by every good government
group that had worked to reform our
campaign and election laws in the past.

I prefer the kind of comprehensive re-
form that Mr. MCCAIN, a Republican,
and Mr. FEINGOLD, a Democrat, are
urging over in the Senate. But what-
ever the approach that we might take
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to reform this system, and there may
be many good ideas, there have been
many proposals advanced, the question
is, Will we have a firm day now in
terms of debate that provide for full
and fair discussion of the proposals?

I must say that this same story from
this morning’s paper is not very en-
couraging in that regard. It does point
out, as for the House, Republican lead-
ers have been publicly silent, until this
week, on the idea of bringing up the
campaign finance bill, even as Demo-
crats agitated daily for a vote on this
issue.

We have had to file motions to ad-
journ, to approve the Journal, to count
the votes, to do these various things,
because under our rules, we have no
other mechanism to adjourn the spe-
cial interests that want to dominate
this House and that have influenced
legislation with the $50 billion tax
break for tobacco companies and so
many other ways this year.

You give the most soft money in the
first 6 months, and in the seventh
month you get a $50 billion tax break
that all the rest of us have to pay for.
That is wrong. But it is not just a mat-
ter of talking about it up here and
talking about it in the Senate. We have
got to do something about it. And the
‘‘something’’ is comprehensive reform
that is scheduled now.

But if we read on in this morning’s
paper, what we learn is that the kind of
reform that the Speaker says might
come up sometime this fall, and fall
has already begun, is not reform, but it
would allow unlimited personal con-
tributions.

b 1215

He wants to solve the problem of big
money influence on this body that is
crippling the operation of our Con-
gress; he wants to solve the big money
problem by making it bigger. Let the
big boys give what they are giving now,
and let them give any amount they
want to do to influence the priorities of
this Congress. That is not reform, it is
repealing the only reforms that we
have been able to get on the books thus
far.

We need a real reform, not a repeal of
the existing law, little as it is, to try
to control the way the system has op-
erated, and that real reform could
come as early as next week.

I am pleased that this same story re-
ports that our leader, the gentleman
from Missouri, [Mr. GEPHARDT], has
written to Speaker GINGRICH and he
has said, ‘‘Until we receive your com-
mitment to follow through on rhetori-
cal offerings,’’ and that is all we have
had, ‘‘we shall not treat these over-
tures as serious,’’ and certainly they
should not be, ‘‘and we will continue
our efforts to force action to daily floor
proceedings.’’

That is precisely what will occur on
this floor on next Monday, and it is
precisely what will occur in the future.
Until we get fair play in this House,
until the American people have a

chance to see specific proposals out
here, we will have other procedural
votes to get the American people the
reform that they deserve.
f

BUDGET PRIORITIES FOR
AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida). Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, just a short
while ago we had a vote to cut $54 mil-
lion out of the U.N. appropriation. The
vote tally was 242 to 165, 165 in favor of
cutting this $54 million of so-called
past dues.

I want to compliment the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. BARTLETT] for
bringing to this our attention, because
I think it is a very important point, be-
cause we are never reimbursed for all
of the peacekeeping missions through-
out the world. Therefore, they actually
owe us, we do not owe them. So it is
rather sad to see that we, as a Con-
gress, cannot rectify this; instead, we
vote more funds for the United Na-
tions.

Of course, I do not hide the fact that
I do not think a lot about the United
Nations. I think ultimately it is very
detrimental to America’s policy and
very detrimental to our sovereignty, so
I have a specific agenda in that regard.

Actually, the problems we face with
the United Nations can be solved, be-
cause there has been a compromise of-
fered. Instead of abolishing the United
Nations like I would like to do, I think
Ted Turner has offered us a real solu-
tion. Ted Turner is a very wealthy
man, has made a lot of money in the
capital system, and he is voluntarily
willing to submit $1 billion to continue
with the United Nations, and I think
that is fine. I think the United Nations
ought to be funded by donations such
as from Ted Turner. An additional ad-
vantage of having Ted Turner send his
money to the United Nations, we can
be assured that with the next war
started by the United Nations, we can
send Jane Fonda to do the fighting for
us.

On another subject, I want to just
mention something about the recent
discussions we have had here on the
floor here in the last week on the pay
raise. I am not in favor of the pay
raise. I voted against the pay raise. As
a matter of fact, I think our pension
fund is outrageously obscene, and I do
not participate in it. But in compari-
son to some other matters, I think the
amount of attention that we gave to
the pay raise is probably a little bit
more than needed to be done.

For instance, the pay raise, after
taxes, would come to $40 a week, but
nevertheless, I think the point was well
taken that we should not be taking a
pay raise when so many people in this
country are actually suffering the con-
sequence of a decreasing standard of
living. Until we solve that, I do not be-

lieve we should be taking a pay raise.
That so-called pay raise would have
been a 2.3-percent COLA increase.

But in comparison to what we were
doing in the particular bill that that
was attached to, the Treasury-Postal
Service appropriation, informed many
Members of the Congress that were not
aware of it, but in this bill, we actually
increase the budget for the IRS by
more than a half a billion dollars. At
the same time we hold these grand
hearings, make grand speeches against
the IRS, and at the very same time we
are expanding the role and the power
and the authority of the IRS by ex-
panding their budget by more than a
half a billion dollars.

Then there is another agency of gov-
ernment that is probably the second
least favorite of mine to the IRS, and
that is the BATF. The BATF budget
was increased 14 percent. It went up $66
million. So at the time we were talking
about a small cost-of-living increase
for Congress, which again I oppose, we
at the same time were pretending that
we were fighting this IRS and the
abuse of the IRS, but expanding the
role of the IRS.

I think what we need to do is get
things in perspective. I think that first
off, we should exist here for the liberty,
protection of liberties of American
citizens; we should be protecting the
sovereignty of the United States; we
should not be paying the dues out of
proportion to what everybody else pays
throughout the world at the same time
we sacrifice much of our liberties and
we live in a nation today where our
troops are actually serving under the
commanders of foreign generals. Ev-
erybody I talk to, everybody in my dis-
trict I talk to, they do not like this.
They would like to see this change.

So once again, I would like to express
the sadness about the recent vote that
we could not even cut the $54 million
away from what is called overdue back
dues for the United Nations. I think it
is so important that we put all of this
in perspective. Yes, we do not need pay
raises, but we certainly do not need to
raise the amount of money we give the
IRS and the BATF.
f

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, Members of the House, the
pictures that have been painted in the
hearings in the Senate and in the dis-
closures by national news media about
what took place in the last campaign is
not a pretty picture for the American
people.

In fact, I am sure it is quite painful
when they see that the last campaign
of what we call soft money, that is
money that essentially is not regulated
by Federal campaign laws, was made in
contributions to both parties, both
major parties in this country, in huge
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amounts by individuals, and the story
that unfolds is that that soft money
was all about access. It was all about
access to the White House; it was all
about access to the Republican com-
mittee chairmen in the House, and the
Republican committee chairmen in the
Senate, and the leadership in the House
and in the Senate. Letters went out
and told people, if they gave $10,000,
they could have lunch with chairman
of the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protec-
tion, or the Committee on Labor, or
the Committee on Ways and Means, or
in the Senate one could have lunch or
dinner or a private meeting, and for
$25,000 one could be in on strategy ses-
sions.

The average American could not even
dream of being in on one of those ses-
sions. But that soft money then started
to dictate, as we saw in the previous
session, even before this election, lob-
byists and powerful people sitting in
the offices of the Republican leadership
drafting legislation to weaken the
Clean Air Act, to weaken the Clean
Water Act, to weaken the health safety
acts that protect our families and chil-
dren against unhealthy food, to weaken
the meat inspection act after people
have died because of bad meat in the
marketplace. But the lobbyists, they
had access, because they gave $10,000,
they gave $100,000. And the crescendo
really came in campaign finance re-
form, or really about bad campaign
practices, the crescendo came just
about 1 month ago or 2 months ago
when we did the Balanced Budget Tax
Relief Act.

Members in this House voted on an
act believing they were balancing the
budget and providing tax relief. How-
ever, later we found out that the inter-
ests, the tobacco interests that gave
the most money to the Republican
Party, to the leadership, the individual
Members of the Republican leadership,
they were able to get a meeting that no
other American could get. They were
able to get a meeting where in the mid-
dle of the night, with no vote, no hear-
ing, no discussion, and apparently, if
we listen to the people, no authors, but
an amendment got into that bill that
provided $50-, 5–0, $50 billion in tax
breaks for the tobacco companies that
have been killing our citizens and lying
about it for 50 years.

How did they do it? They did it be-
cause they gave hundreds of thousands
of dollars to members of the leader-
ship, to the Republican Party, to the
Republican conventions, and the payoff
day was the day that bill was passed.

Now, fortunately, because of Senator
DURBIN over on the other side and Sen-
ator COLLINS and the gentlewoman
from New York, Mrs. LOWEY, here,
when they made us vote in the light of
the day, it went away, because we
shined democracy, we shined light, we
shined the public perception. The press
could see what was going on, and no-
body would claim that amendment.
But a few hundred thousand dollars got
the amendment into the bill.

That is why we have been having pro-
cedural votes in this House, because we
have to end this system that allows the
people to sit in the galleries, but the
special interests to sit in the office of
the Speaker and the majority whip and
design legislation; that allows the peo-
ple to stand outside and petition us on
the steps, but allows the special inter-
ests to sit down and have dinner and
talk about how they can redesign the
communications business and who gets
access to this billion-dollar giveaway
and that billion-dollar giveaway, and
the networks will not be charged for
using the public airways. That is what
has to stop. That is what this week was
about.

Finally, finally, after this week, we
get some utterances from the other
side that maybe they will allow a de-
bate on campaign finance reform. They
will not tell us when, they will not tell
us how, and they are not even sure
they will do it.

We deserve better, and the American
people deserve better. The U.S. Senate
today has started debate on campaign
finance reform, and yet in the House
we cannot even discuss it. We cannot
even discuss it because of huge con-
tributions to the Republican leader-
ship.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair reminds all Members not to refer
to individual Senators or to character-
ize Senate action or inaction.
f

ENERGY POLICY ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. SHIMKUS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, in 1992,
Congress passed the Energy Policy Act
which set Federal requirements on the
use of alternative fuel vehicles such as
ethanol-powered cars. This legislation
required Federal, State, and city fleets
to use vehicles that are cleaner and
better for our environment. This act
listed fuels and vehicle types that can
be used by fleet managers to comply
with this act.

Unfortunately, biodiesel was not one
of the listed alternative fuels at the
time because the industry was new,
untested, unproven. However, today,
that is not the case. As a result, I am
introducing a bill, along with the gen-
tlewoman from Missouri [Ms. MCCAR-
THY], to classify biodiesel as an alter-
native fuel under the Energy Policy
Act of 1992.

Biodiesel is a renewable alternative
fuel for diesel engines derived from
soybeans. Once biodiesel is classified as
an alternative fuel under this bill, it
will be used immediately in conven-
tional diesel engines with no engine
modifications needed. A few examples
of the type of vehicles using this B–20
mix are heavy-duty fleet vehicles such
as city buses, boats, and trucks.

The diesel engines will use biodiesel
in blends of 20 percent biodiesel and 80
percent petroleum diesel, which is the

most efficient, energy-efficient, and en-
vironmentally beneficial mix.
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The use of biodiesel will help to save
on capital expenditures as fleets will be
able to modify and improve their exist-
ing vehicles, as opposed to purchasing
completely new fleets.

The production, sale, and use of bio-
diesel will create a new market for our
farmers, and, in turn, boost our econ-
omy. Because it runs cleaner than reg-
ular diesel fuel, the use of biodiesel
also means that fewer emissions, as an
example, particulate matter, hydro-
carbons, and carbon monoxide, are re-
leased to our environment.

By granting alternative fuel status
to biodiesel this bill will promote eco-
nomic development and energy secu-
rity. Biodiesel means jobs and tax reve-
nues for processing a greater portion of
our domestic soybean oil in the United
States.

The emerging biodiesel market offers
a stable, long-term market for effi-
ciently produced domestic soybeans
that will directly benefit American
farmers. The use of domestic biodiesel
also improves national energy security
by displacing imported energy, such as
foreign oil.

It is important to note that this leg-
islation does not create a tax break or
a new Federal mandate. This bill will
simply allow the biodiesel industry to
compete in the alternative fuel mar-
ket, giving fleet vehicle managers
more flexibility in complying with the
mandates required at the Federal level.

The production, sale, and use of bio-
diesel is good for the environment,
good for family farmers, good for the
economy, and good for our energy secu-
rity. As a Congressman from one of the
largest agricultural producer States in
the United States, creating new mar-
kets for our family farmers, helping
the economy, and keeping our air clean
is very important to me.

In a time that we are looking for an-
swers to environmental concerns, new
markets for family farmers and a boost
for the economy and energy security,
biodiesel makes sense for everyone.
f

THE HOUSE LEADERSHIP SHOULD
SCHEDULE DEBATE AND A VOTE
ON CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington, [Mr. SMITH]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington.
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to echo the
comments of my colleagues and urge
that this body bring up campaign fi-
nance reform and pass meaningful
campaign finance reform in this ses-
sion.

I think the biggest reason I want to
see this happen is because of the lack
of confidence that the public has in
this body. There is a crisis in our de-
mocracy that I think too few people
have noticed; that is, the majority of
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the citizens of this democracy do not
have trust and confidence in their gov-
ernment. That is essential in a democ-
racy. The people are the government. If
they do not trust us, we have a crisis
that blocks our ability to stand up to
almost any meaningful issue.

I have said before that it is impos-
sible to lead if no one is willing to fol-
low. We cannot step up to problems
like health care, Social Security and
Medicare reform, balancing the budget,
or education. A lot of meaningful is-
sues have taken longer and longer to
deal with because the public does not
trust its leaders.

There are a lot of reasons for that.
Some of them are justified and some of
them are not, admittedly. One reason
for the distrust is the system by which
we elect our Representatives, the sys-
tem by which we finance campaigns.
There is a perception and a reality out
there that the campaigns are funded al-
most exclusively by people with a lot
of money. If you do not have a lot of
money to bring to the process, you
have no access to the process, and that
has turned people off. We are seeing
lower and lower numbers of people par-
ticipating in the system. We need to
show them that we can change this sys-
tem in order to get their confidence
back, so we can govern again.

Ironically, I have heard a lot of my
colleagues tell me that, gosh, when we
go home for town meetings, when we
talk to people, no one is talking about
campaign finance reform. It is not real-
ly an issue they care about. It is not a
so-called pocketbook issue. It does not
directly affect their ability to get a job
or feed their family or educate their
children, so therefore, they really do
not care about it.

But what I have heard when I go
home on the weekend, and go out and
talk to the people in my district, is the
reason they do not care about it is be-
cause they do not think we are going
to do anything about it.

We sort of have a self-fulfilling
prophecy with Members of Congress
saying, gosh, the public does not care,
and not doing anything about it, so
yes, the public does not care because
they do not think anything is going to
happen. They do not believe this body
is ever going to step up to the plate
and change it, because they think we
are comfortable in the current system.

If we want them to care about it, we
have to show them we are serious
about it. That is the first point. The
second point is, they do care about it
on a deeper level. They care about it in
the sense that they do not trust the
system of government. We do not want
a democracy where the people do not
care about their system of government.

We cannot say we do not need to step
up to an issue because apathy has over-
taken it. We need an active and in-
volved electorate in a democracy, if we
are truly going to be able to represent
the people. That means we need to pass
campaign finance reform.

I rise specifically in support of House
bill 1776, which is the updated version

of the Shays-Meehan bill. I do that be-
cause there are two very important as-
pects to that bill. First of all, it bans
soft money. I do not believe that there
is anything wrong with people partici-
pating in our election system. I, for
one, do not believe that we should go
to an exclusively publicly financed sys-
tem. I think it is very important that
the members of a community are per-
sonally involved in campaigns, that
they support the candidates that they
like and get involved in the process so
they are more involved in it down the
road. It is important that people con-
tribute.

The only time we have a problem is
when those contributions are so large
from certain people as to drown out the
rest. When someone has the ability to
give $100,000, $200,000, $300,000 to a sys-
tem, I can readily understand how one
of my constituents says, gosh, all I can
do is afford to give $50, and what dif-
ference does it make, if the politicians
are going to get $100,000, $200,000,
$300,000 from somebody else?

Back in the 1970’s we came up with a
reform proposal to deal with this. We
placed limits on the amount people
could contribute: $1,000 for an individ-
ual, $5,000 for a group of individuals,
what is known as a PAC. I think that
is perfectly appropriate. Those are real
limits that allow everybody to partici-
pate up to a certain point.

The problem is, with soft money
those limits are meaningless. We see
fundraisers every day around here for
$5,000, $10,000, as much as $25,000 or
$50,000 a person. I remember hearing a
story from somebody about how many
$100,000 contributors Michael Dukakis
had back in 1988, and I was stunned by
this notion. I said, but there are limits,
$1,000 per person. How could any Presi-
dential candidates have a $100,000 con-
tributor? The answer of course was it
was soft money.

It was interesting to me. The person
who was telling this made no distinc-
tion whatsoever between the soft
money contribution and the individual
contribution. There is a very good rea-
son for that. Around the halls of Wash-
ington, DC, there is no distinction.
Soft money has rendered limits mean-
ingless. We need to ban soft money in
order to make those 1970 reforms have
some meaning.

I can understand the cynicism of the
public in dealing with that issue. I urge
that we support campaign finance re-
form. The other aspect of the bill that
I like is putting some teeth in the Fed-
eral Elections Commission and actu-
ally enforcing the laws.
f

INCLUDE THE BECK DECISION IN
CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM
AND REPUBLICANS WILL SUP-
PORT IT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, we
have heard a lot about campaign fi-
nance reform. There are a lot of us that
would like to do it and have it brought
before the floor. But do we think the
Democrats would include the Beck de-
cision, where the union bosses coopera-
tively hold hostage their workers to
contribute to their campaigns and
their finances?

The gentleman from Nevada, Mr.
JOHN ENSIGN, in Las Vegas, NV, had $1
million put against him just by the
unions, coordinated by the DNC. The
gentlewoman from Idaho, Mrs. HELEN
CHENOWETH had $1 million by the
unions, coordinated by the DNC
against one candidate. What about the
gentlewoman from Idaho, Mrs.
CHENOWETH, what about the gentleman
from Arizona, Mr. J.D. HAYWORTH, $1
million by the DNC?

Thirty percent of the workers in the
unions are Republican. About another
10 percent are independent. So that is
40 percent of the population that is
being forced with union wages to con-
tribute, and then that money is being
used against Republicans, against their
will. But do the Democrats want the
Beck decision in any campaign finance
reform? Absolutely not, because it
takes the power of the union bosses
away.

Unions only represent about 6 per-
cent of the work force in this entire
Nation, 6 percent. Yet, they say they
stand for the working person. Small
business and business makes up about
94 percent of all the jobs in this coun-
try. They say they are for the working
person, but union legislation, from
strikebreaker on down, is there to com-
bat and fight against and destroy small
business.

My colleague, the gentleman from
California, talks about campaign fi-
nance reform and its influence. Let me
read this:

The proletariat will use all political
supremacy wrested by the position of
the ruling class to establish democ-
racy.

Have we heard anything about class
warfare on this floor by the gentleman
from California? The proletariat will
use political supremacy to centralize
all instruments of production in the
hands of the state. One, abolish all pri-
vate property. Over 50 percent of Cali-
fornia is owned by the government.
Yet, the gentleman from California in
the California Desert plan would have
more and more and more lands put in
there.

Heavy progressive income taxes. The
unions supported the Democrats be-
cause they want big government. They
want the power centralized in Washing-
ton. They use big government, which
causes higher taxes, which causes peo-
ple and small business to die every sin-
gle day, and jobs. And the union bosses
force this, but yet it is supported by
the gentleman from California.

Second, abolishing the right of inher-
itance: the death tax. Where do these
three things come from? Where does
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property, private property abolition,
heavy progressive taxes, inheritance
tax, come from? It comes from the
Communist Manifesto, written by Carl
Marx and Engels.

What else do they have in this, in
their plan? Centralization of credit in
the hands of the state. No. 8: equal ob-
ligation of all do work, but control by
unions, organized unions, right here in
the Communist Manifesto.

Free education for all. That is not
bad, but it is controlled in the hands of
the state.

Let me read here. The gentleman
from California, union, $2,000. The gen-
tleman from California, union, $5,000.
The gentleman from California, union,
$1,200. The gentleman from California,
union; American, Federal, State and
County, union, $4,500; American Mari-
time, union, $1,000; union, $1,000; union,
$500; union, $1,000; union, $1,000; union,
$500; union, for the gentleman from
California, $5,000; union, $2,000; union
$500; union, $1,500; on and on and on,
and pages from unions. Yet, do they
want the union and the Beck decision
put into campaign finance reform? Ab-
solutely not. They want to do away
with a normal progression.

What is a PAC, Mr. Speaker? A PAC
is a group of businesses or organiza-
tions for a single purpose. They band
together to fight against the power of
the unions to direct money against
them.

Yes, we want campaign finance re-
form, but we want fair reform. Include
the Beck decision in campaign finance
reform and we will support it.
f

REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP PRE-
VENTS DEBATE ON CAMPAIGN
FINANCE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. SNYDER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the staff being around here on a
Friday afternoon as we discuss these
issues.

Mr. Speaker, the previous speaker
talked about how he would like to
know where we Democrats stand on
some of these issues on campaign fi-
nance reform. We Democrats would
like to know how everyone in this
House stands on campaign finance re-
form, but until a bill is allowed to
come to the House, we are not going to
do anything.

The Democrats do not control the
House right now, the Republican lead-
ership controls that House. If they
want to know how we stand on cam-
paign finance reform, then let these is-
sues come to the floor of the House. It
is not our fault that there have not
been votes on campaign finance re-
form, it is the fault of the Republican
leadership that is now in control of
this House.

That is why, for this past week or so,
we have seen a series of motions to ad-
journ and motions to rise, these kinds

of procedural votes, trying to send a
message to the Republican leadership:
we have important work to do on cam-
paign finance reform, and we have got
to do a better job of bringing that issue
to the floor of the House before we can
move ahead on other matters.

Why do we care about campaign fi-
nance reform? What do we see as the
problem under the current law? I
brought a sample check here. Members
are obviously going to be able to tell it
is not a real check because it is signed
by my friend, Ima Big Donor.

Ms. Big Donor decided she wanted to
make a contribution to the political
party of her choice, any old political
party. She decided, like Mr. Ted Turn-
er, that she had done well in the mar-
ket in the last year, and she was going
to donate extra money that she had to
her political party. So she made out
the check for $1 billion, $1 billion,
enough to fund a thousand political
House campaigns.

We might think, well, surely under
current law the $1 billion check would
be illegal, since I as an individual can
only give $1,000 to a candidate. But no,
under our current system of law, there
is unlimited ability to donate money to
the political parties, whether you are
an individual, whether you are a union,
or whether you are a corporation.

Why would someone like Mrs. Big
Donor want to donate $1 billion? Just
check her check: for access, for access.
Is that not what Mr. Tamraz testified
to last week before the Senate commit-
tee?
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Why would he give $300,000? Why
would he give $600,000? For access. He
is not a fool. It got him in the doors he
wanted to get in. This is legal under
our current system and it needs to be
reformed.

I am one of those candidates that
does not like to raise money. I do not
think many candidates like to raise
money. I think raising money makes
us weird. Raising this kind of big
money makes our democracy weird,
and the American people want to
change that system.

Until the Republican leadership lets
campaign finance reform bills come to
the House for discussion, we are not
only not going to know how everyone
wants to vote on these things, but the
American people are not going to see
the kind of changes and reform that
they want.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Connecticut.

Ms. DELAURO. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding to me, and I would
just say that he is absolutely right, be-
cause the fact of the matter is, and
what Democrats have been calling for
for the last several weeks by asking for
procedural votes, motions to adjourn,
et cetera, was an effort to bring to the
floor, because the Republican majority
in this House, the Speaker of the
House, Mr. GINGRICH, will not allow us
to bring up the issue of campaign fi-

nance reform. The only tools that are
available to the minority party are
procedural votes. So the public under-
stands what is going on here.

The fact of the matter is, on both
sides of the aisle we need to have a
thorough and a complete conversation
and debate about campaign finance re-
form. They do not want to let us. And
I will tell my colleagues why they do
not want to let us. If we read Mr. GING-
RICH in the paper today, the Speaker
will support a bill that let the good
times roll; open up the floodgates;
allow all kinds of money to come into
the system.

My colleagues, it is not the kind of
reform the American people are look-
ing for. What he says is that there is
not enough money in politics; we need
more money in politics. The Washing-
ton Post has said 8 in 10 Americans be-
lieve money has too much influence on
who wins elections, but the Speaker
says we need more money.

Our colleague on the other side of the
aisle just a minute ago was talking
about influence in the process. If we
want to talk about influence, which
the American public gets in a second,
$50 billion in a tax break to the tobacco
industry, not just a few weeks ago, and
guess who was the single biggest con-
tributor to the Republican campaign in
the last election? It does not take a
rocket scientist to figure it out. The
tobacco industry.

And, fortunately, in the Senate and
in this body, we said no to that kind of
a payoff. That is what we have to stop
here, is to make sure that we have the
opportunity to get the people in the
process and get the specialists out of
it.

Let me just say what even his col-
league, the gentleman from Arkansas,
has said about the Doolittle bill that
the Speaker would support, would
bring us back to the dark ages. Let us
get out of the dark ages. Let us bring
campaign finance reform into the
light.
f

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
TIERNEY] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I stand
today to address the same issue many
of my colleagues on this side of the
aisle have addressed to date, and that
is simply campaign finance reform, and
once again reiterate that all of the pro-
cedural steps that have been seen over
the past several weeks are, in fact, the
only way that the minority can try to
shed some light and focus the attention
on this particular issue.

It has been made clear to us and to
the American people that there is no
current intention of the leadership on
the majority side of this House to bring
that issue forward for deliberation, for
debate and for a vote. And while we are
talking about this issue, I want to
broaden the discussion a little bit, be-
cause once again I feel that the House
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of Representatives is going to be be-
hind the States in taking action and
way behind the American people as in-
dividuals.

When people talk about reforming
the current system, they talk about
something bold, they talk about actual
reform. I do not believe there is a great
deal of interest of people looking at in-
cremental changes or marginal
changes around the edges of what we
have, rather we are talking about
doing something fundamental because
we need to have the confidence back in
our system.

We need, in fact, to know that every
piece of legislation we put out of this
body has credibility so that the Amer-
ican people understand that it is their
business being done and not the busi-
ness of a special few who can give not
just hundreds of thousands of dollars
but the $1,000, the $2,000. The small per-
centage of people in this country that
actually contribute to campaigns
should be no less certain that the $1,000
and $2,000 contributions of individuals
get some sort of access than they are
about the hundreds of thousands or
$200,000 contributions that are made in
so-called soft money, which a friend of
mine likens to money put into a blend-
er. It is run through the blender so
when it comes out nobody is sure
where it came from. We have a right to
know where the money comes from. We
have a right to have control over our
system.

Sometime ago, months ago, I put on
the floor of this House a bill, H.R. 2199,
entitled ‘‘Clean Money, Clean Election
Campaign Finance Reform.’’ It is mod-
eled after what happened in Maine
when the people in Maine took a ref-
erendum and decided they wanted to
own their system; they wanted to have
control over their electoral process and
they would publicly fund the cam-
paigns in that State.

They understood that if they were
going to have people come down and do
their business, they wanted to make
sure that they knew who they were and
that they had decided, just like big cor-
porations invest in the selection of peo-
ple that run their corporations, as vot-
ers they had to invest in knowing who
was coming here. We have to make
sure it is not the people that are fund-
ed by tobacco companies or other huge
corporations, or individuals that are so
well off or so vested in the process that
they are putting forth the money in
thousand dollar increments.

The States know it. The State of
Maine went out in a referendum and
put in a system. The legislature in Ver-
mont went out and put in place a simi-
lar system. In a dozen polls across this
country, in States that are considered
to be liberal or progressive, in States
considered conservative, the people
have spoken out that they think public
financing of campaigns is the way to
proceed.

USA Today acclaims the States are
leading the way in cleaning up cam-
paigns. They talk about the fact that

in Maine they have an even better idea
than just putting limits in there, they
are going to fund the campaigns so
that they know that they own their
own process.

The Boston Globe several weeks ago
supported the concept. In Wisconsin,
the Daily Tribune Wisconsin Rapids
says public financing will give true re-
form. In St. Louis, the St. Louis Post
Dispatch, in its editorial, says public
financing is the answer.

The American people want their sys-
tem back. This House fails to take a
bold step on either side of the aisle. I
think we have to understand that if the
people are going to have confidence in
this body they have to have confidence
that we will do something, not just
work around the margins and not pro-
ceed forward.

People want limited campaign sea-
sons, not endless campaigns. They
want to know their elected officials do
not spend their life at fundraisers and
on the phone asking for money. They
want to know that the free air time is
available to candidates because the
spectrum that broadcasters get for free
belongs to the American people. They
want to make sure that there is an
even and level playing field so that
candidates, no matter what their per-
sonal wealth or no matter what their
ability to get the attraction of large
corporations or other big investors in-
volved in their campaign, will have the
ability, through good organization,
through leadership abilities to go out
and address the people and get elected.

A fair campaign that would attract
candidates, that would get people in-
volved in a process that we would know
we as voters control is where this thing
should be moving. The American peo-
ple are there, certainly it is now finally
being reflected in editorials, the AFL–
CIO is willing to give the Beck decision
or whatever else they want if we go to
that system, and in fact the large do-
nors and huge corporations the other
day agreed and said they too are tired
of giving money and they would go to
that system.

Simply speaking, what we need to do
is have a system like that that does
not unilaterally disarm any party.
That is what we need, is something ev-
erybody can coalesce behind.

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MEEHAN] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I would
first like to yield to my colleague from
Georgia [Mr. LEWIS].

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, let me thank my friend for yield-
ing to me.

As the gentleman knows, the days
and years roll by and more money con-
tinues to flow into Washington, hun-
dreds, thousands, millions of dollars
into campaigns, into political parties,
and the Speaker of the House, the
Speaker of the House, of the people’s
House, continues to say that it is not

that it is too much money, it is not
enough. He wants more money, unlim-
ited amounts, to come into the House,
into campaigns and to political parties.

Our present system is polluting the
political process. It stinks. This is not
the way to conduct the people’s busi-
ness, with hundreds, thousands and
millions of dollars coming in. And the
Speaker refuses to do anything; refuses
to allow us to have a vote, a debate on
campaign finance reform.

It is time, I think, my colleagues,
that we say to the Speaker, ‘‘How long
will you wait?’’ This is not in keeping
with the democratic process. Let us
have a vote. Let us have a clean debate
on campaign finance reform. That
must take place if we are going to re-
store a sense of faith and trust and
confidence in the democratic process in
America.

Mr. MEEHAN. I thank my colleague
from Georgia, and let me just say that
I woke up this morning and reads the
headlines of the newspapers, and I
think everyone in America has looked
and seen that the Democrats have been
trying to delay and procrastinate in
the procedures and shut this place
down, if need be, in order to get a vote
on campaign finance reform.

Now, all of us have looked at the
newspapers and on television over the
last months and there has been a lot of
attention on the problems with our
campaign finance system; the fact that
there is too much money involved in
American politics; the fact that here
we are at a critical time and trying to
protect America’s children from to-
bacco, and we find the tobacco compa-
nies gave millions of dollars in the last
election cycle; and the only way we
will do anything about this is by forc-
ing a debate on campaign finance re-
form.

Now, it is interesting that at the
same time the other body is taking up
campaign finance reform and taking up
a bill that is sponsored by Senators
MCCAIN and FEINGOLD, that has the
support of nearly every newspaper in
America, nearly every public interest
group that has been working on cam-
paign finance reform in America, that
we find that the Speaker of the House,
at the same time this bill is being de-
bated, has a headline in the New York
Times which reads ‘‘Gingrich Asserts
Campaign Bill Is Dead in the House.’’

Well, I am joining with a Republican
Member, the gentleman from Connecti-
cut [Mr. CHRIS SHAYS], and a number of
Members of the House, at one o’clock,
and we are going to have a press con-
ference to announce that campaign fi-
nance reform is not dead in the House.
As a matter of fact, we are going to in-
troduce early next week a revised re-
form bill based on a scaled-back
McCain-Feingold, Shays-Meehan bill.

Now, what does it do? No. 1, it bans
soft money. The fund-raising con-
troversies that we have heard about by
and large have been soft money, the
ability of someone to go into the
Speaker’s office or go into the White
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House or anyplace else with a check for
$50,000 or $100,000. That should be ille-
gal.

We ought to have a vote on the floor
of the House and let Members vote
whether they think it should be illegal
or not. Certainly 80 to 90 percent of the
American public think it should be il-
legal. The Speaker thinks it ought to
be legal. He thinks there is not enough
money being spent on campaigns in
America, and that is the opposite of
the truth.

The evidence is overwhelming that
the time has come for campaign fi-
nance reform. The Speaker says that
we need more money involved in this
process. The truth is money is corrupt-
ing American politics and everyone
knows it. We are going to file a bill
that will ban soft money, that will give
better disclosure requirements, greater
disclosure and better enforcement from
the Federal Election Commission.

All of us here today believe that the
Speaker’s desire to vastly increase the
amount of money in the current sys-
tem would be a disaster for democracy.
I am confident that the Members of
this House are going to stand up to the
Speaker and, if we need to do it, we
will file a discharge petition and re-
quire that there be a vote on the floor
of this House to ban soft money.

One person cannot stand in the way
of campaign finance reform, and I be-
lieve that the membership of this
House is ready to take on Speaker
GINGRICH and require that there be a
vote on campaign finance reform and a
vote to abolish soft money.
f

FAST-TRACK TRADE
NEGOTIATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. BONIOR] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, before I
begin my remarks about trade, let me
associate myself with the remarks of
my colleagues who have spoken this
afternoon on the issue of campaign re-
form.

The system in the country is broken.
If we ever needed any more evidence of
its dilapidated state, all we have to do
is pick the morning papers up, listen to
the morning radio, watch the evening
news. It is zapping the energy, the in-
tegrity, the heart of the Democratic
system in our country today.
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The present system is a disaster. It
needs to be scrapped. People spend too
much time raising money, going after
money, and not enough time focusing
on the problems that face this country.
I believe we are in a process of watch-
ing it die. And it will die, and it will
come down.

As my friends and colleagues have
said in these last 30 or 40 minutes, they
on this side of the aisle, for the most

part, do not get it. The Speaker wants
to spend more money. He wants to pro-
vide more access to the big boys and
take away our ability to have a say in
what happens in this very building.

So, Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to add
those notes before I talk about fast
track.

Fast track is probably, I could make
a transition here, but I will not at this
point. I will save that for another day
because there is a transition to be
made with respect to our trade policies
and how this institution operates and
how this city operates.

As the vote over NAFTA expansion
gets closer, there are a lot of people
who are calling for attention. Some are
politicians. Some are CEO’s. Some
speak for farmers. Other stand for
labor. Some hire consultants. Some go
on TV. Even cartoon characters like
Donald Duck and Mickey Mouse have
lobbyists in this building and down-
town looking after them.

All of these interests have a voice,
and they are shouting to be heard. But
some of the people with the most at
stake in this debate have been silent,
or are silent. They do not have a
choice. They do not have a choice
voice. I am talking about children. I
want to talk a little about children be-
fore I get into the heart of the trade
issue because I believe this gets to the
heart of the trade issue.

As many as 11 million children today
toil day after day in the fields and in
the factories of Mexico. They pick to-
matoes. They pick onions. They pick
strawberries. They glue soles on shoes.
They unload and load crates of produce
that weigh more than they do.

Starting at 7 years of age, millions of
Mexican children are kept out of school
and are forced to work, often exposing
them to the most dangerous pesticides
and toxins. And we say, ‘‘well, is not
child labor prohibited under NAFTA?’’
Sure it is. But the Mexican Govern-
ment just looks the other way. And
what is even worse, multinational cor-
porations in this country, employers
who go over and establish businesses in
Mexico, and this Government of ours
looks the other way as well.

According to the U.S. News and
World Report, the three NAFTA gov-
ernments have not filed a single com-
plaint in Mexican child labor even
though it is commonplace, not a single
complaint. I am willing to bet that of
all the experts touting NAFTA, of all
the armchair economists, of all of
those pushing fast track expansion
today, none of them would want their
kids, children, quitting elementary
school to pick tomatoes laced with pes-
ticides.

Are they really willing to sacrifice
their education, the health and the fu-
ture of poor Mexican children, at the
altar of free trade? Child labor does not
just affect lives in Mexico. It is putting
downward pressure on the standards in
the United States.

How does this work? We say to our-
selves, ‘‘What has this got to do with

America? What has this got to do with
our workers? What has this got to do
with our industries?’’ Well, how can a
tomato farmer in Florida who adheres
to our labor and environmental stand-
ards compete with someone who pays
children pennies an hour and who pol-
lutes with impunity?

That is what our workers are up
against, our business people are up
against, companies that pollute with
impunity with these toxins and pes-
ticides, pesticides, by the way, that got
into the strawberries, came into this
country. One hundred seventy-nine
children in Michigan were poisoned
with strawberries that were contami-
nated, some very seriously, life-or-
death situations, because those vegeta-
bles and those fruits are not checked.

We say, ‘‘Well, do they not inspect
them when they come into the bor-
der?’’ 3.3 million trucks go across that
border every year, 10,000 trucks a day.
Do my colleagues know how many of
them get inspected? One percent. They
call it a wave line. The inspector
stands there and waves them on
through. The line stretches for miles,
truckers honking their horns, and they
just wave them on through.

It is not contaminated fruits and
vegetables that get through into our
market now. It is also what else is in
the compartment of those trucks; like
70 percent of all the cocaine that comes
into the United States comes from
Mexico today. That is another story.

Let me get back to that tomato
farmer. He or she cannot compete with
what is coming in from Mexico today
because in Mexico we have got kids
that are 7, 8, 9 picking it for pennies,
and we have got pesticides and toxins
that are prohibited here being used.

That is why America’s trade agree-
ments must include strong, enforceable
protection for workers and the environ-
ment. That is why we have been com-
ing to the floor day after day, week
after week, month after month, saying,
Mr. President, colleagues on this side
of the aisle, some of my own col-
leagues, these are the standards that
we need to have as we move into this
new century of ours. We will be setting
the pattern in this fast track on what
will be negotiated in trade for the next
century.

We cannot stay with the policies that
take us back to the conditions of the
19th century, and that is what the ad-
ministration’s policy basically does. It
will move us down on wages, on work-
ing conditions, on health conditions to
a 19th century standard. It will take us
back in the past. We need to move peo-
ple forward. We need to have Mexican
workers and Chilean workers and their
environments meet the standards that
we have established here in the United
States rather than our workers coming
down to their standards.

Our trade agreement should harness
the power of markets to lift standards
abroad, not lower ours. And if we sac-
rifice our standards, we sacrifice not



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH8030 September 26, 1997
only standards, but the values, the val-
ues that literally hundreds of thou-
sands of workers over the last 100 years
in this country sacrificed for. And
when I say ‘‘sacrificed,’’ we have to
kind of flashback in our memories to
what our grandparents and our parents
did to make sure we got an 8-hour day,
a 40-hour workweek, to make sure they
got proper medical care, they got
health insurance, they got pensions,
they got decent wages, they got the
right to collective bargaining, they got
the right to strike. They got all these
rights so they could harness their ener-
gies and create the most viable and vi-
brant middle class in the history of the
world.

And now all these things are being
eroded because these benefits that were
gotten oftentimes by people who
marched, who went to jail, who were
beaten, some even died in order for
these rights in this country, they are
being eroded by the fact that compa-
nies are moving over to Mexico and
other places that do not enforce these
rights; and then these companies in
this country say, well, we will move
our facilities down to Mexico if you do
not agree to a wage freeze, if you do
not agree to a benefit freeze, if you do
not agree to these environmental con-
cerns that we have.

And do not take my word for it.
There was a study done by a woman by
the name of Kate Brothenbrenner from
Cornell University. She found that 62
percent of corporations in America
today, 62 percent, have used the
NAFTA agreement and similar agree-
ments to bring down or to pressure em-
ployees to keep wages and benefits at
the same or a lower level. Now that is
an incredible downward pressure on
benefits and wages that people have
fought for for the last 100 years.

Profiting from child labor runs con-
trary to everything America stands
for. Remember the soccer ball situa-
tion we had in this country? American
kids became aware that they were out
there on Saturday and Sunday kicking
that soccer ball after school, and some-
one told them that the people that
were stitching those soccer balls to-
gether were 6-, 7- and 8-year-olds in
Pakistan, who were working 10 hours a
day, not going to school, not getting
any of the things that they were hav-
ing, in order for American children to
play soccer. So a campaign erupted in
this country in which children all over
the country and teachers and coaches
made an effort to change that. And we
changed it. We put pressure, and we
changed it.

We need to do the same thing with
respect to child labor in Mexico and
other parts of this planet that exploit
children. If we continue to look the
other way instead of addressing it ef-
fectively and forcefully in our trade
agreements, we betray our values, and
we betray our children.

Now let me talk about something
else. The administration would like to
have fast track in time for the Presi-

dent’s trip to South America next
month. Beginning on November 12, the
President is scheduled to make visits
to Venezuela, Brazil, and Argentina in
order to develop support for creating a
free-trade area for the Americas.

For months now the administration
has been saying that it is crucial for
fast track to be passed by the House
before this trip, that it will dem-
onstrate American leadership. Of
course, the administration only sent up
fast track proposal to Congress last
week, and already we know that the
fast track that they are asking us to
pass is actually a step backward from
the Reagan-Bush administration fast
track that they used, by the way, to
pass NAFTA 4 years ago.

Many of us have said that a new
trade negotiating authority must look
forward and address issues that have
been neglected so far in our trade
agreements, because the reality of this
phenomenon we call globalization is
that workers, our environment, and
our food is as affected by these changes
as intellectual property, as tele-
communications, as automobile pro-
duction. And those things are pro-
tected, the latter thing that I men-
tioned. Intellectual property, Mickey
Mouse and Donald Duck, and Bill
Gates, they are protected. Their prop-
erty is protected. Automobile produc-
tion, protected. But when it comes to
workers’ standards, no, no. The dif-
ference is that intellectual property
and all these things that I talked about
and content laws do get addressed, but
safe and fair working conditions, envi-
ronmental standards and ensuring that
imported food is safe do not get ad-
dressed.

Instead of incorporating these issues
into trade negotiations more fully and
completely, this fast track proposal ac-
tually restricts our ability to include
legitimate issues in trade agreements
that directly impact consumers and
workers. It is clearly, clearly a step
backward.

We propose that American leadership
be used to develop a trade agreement
with Latin America that will lift work-
ers up, not tie them down. We cannot
let this fast track be used simply to ex-
pand NAFTA, because we know it will
not work.

Look at the last 4 years and the im-
pact NAFTA has had on wages and the
environment and on food and even on
drugs. It is a horrible record. But we
are being asked to endorse this record.
We are being asked to sanction it, to
put our stamp of approval on it, to give
it our blessing, to ignore the flaws as
they expand NAFTA to other countries
in this hemisphere.

The same old argument is being trot-
ted out again as to why we must pass
fast track quickly and expand NAFTA.
The administration says it is essential
that they have this, otherwise they
will be left behind in South America;
we will lose out to Europe. But that ar-
gument does not stand up to the test.
They used it 4 years ago to sell us
NAFTA.

The NAFTA proponents were saying
back then, ‘‘If we do not pass NAFTA,
Europe and Japan will get into Mexico,
and they will lock us out. We will lose
out.’’ And the Japanese laughed at that
statement, by the way. And the record
of NAFTA shows a much different
story.

Before NAFTA, the United States
had a trade surplus of nearly $2 billion
with Mexico. After NAFTA, the surplus
has deteriorated to the point where we
have a $16 billion trade deficit. That
means they sell us $16 billion more
than we sell them. I want to talk about
what they actually sell us because that
is kind of a strange figure. I will get to
that in just a second.

We do not sell to their middle class
because their middle class is eroding.
They lost 8 million people in the mid-
dle class since NAFTA in Mexico, 8
million people. They used to pay their
workers $1 an hour. They pay them
now 70 cents an hour, because there is
no collective organization to help
workers raise their standards to ours.
There is no enforcement of the laws in
Mexico to do that. There is no enforce-
ment to keep their environment clean,
or at least to clean up their environ-
ment.

‘‘How did Europe and Japan fare in
Mexico?’’ my colleagues ask. ‘‘Did they
get locked out?’’ The answer is no. In
fact, they are doing much better than
us. Europe and Japan had a trade sur-
plus with Mexico before NAFTA. But
unlike the United States, they have
maintained their trade surplus with
Mexico, even through the Mexico peso
crash in 1994.

On a trip through the maquilladora
zone along the United States-Mexican
border, we see names like Sony and
Samsung along with United States
companies. Asia is fully into Mexico
today. I do not want history to repeat
itself, because we are being given the
same warnings about South America.

The truth is that we are doing very
well today in South America. Our ex-
ports are up 19 percent over last year,
without fast track. We have doubled
our trade surplus with South America
to 3.6 billion without fast track. We are
not losing out. We are winning. But if
we expand a bad trade deal like NAFTA
to South America, I will be willing to
bet that South America will go the
way of Mexico and, for that matter,
Japan and China.

b 1315
After 4 years of experience with

NAFTA the American people certainly
are not being fooled by big corporate
campaigns to expand NAFTA at this
time. In fact they are very much op-
posed to the President’s fast track pro-
posal.

I have a little chart I want to show
my colleagues here; it is a poll that
was done recently. By a 2 to 1 margin
the American people oppose fast track,
according to the Wall Street Journal-
NBC poll. Most Americans believe that
trade deals benefit multinational cor-
porations at the expense of working
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families. This figure was taken from a
poll done for the Democratic Leader-
ship Council, by the way, which sup-
ports fast track. Also by a 2 to 1 mar-
gin the American people believe that
labor and environmental and human
rights issues should be included in
trade agreements. Eighty-three percent
of Americans say, ‘‘What’s the rush
with fast track?’’ according to this
poll. And, finally, most Americans say
that increased imports take away
American jobs and hurt the wages of
American workers.

So public opinion is overwhelmingly
opposed to fast track and trade deals
done without proper labor and environ-
mental standards because they have
looked at the record of NAFTA and
they know that it has not worked. You
can talk to people. There was a recent
study done by the Policy Institute that
showed that we have lost 394,000 jobs as
a result of NAFTA, net jobs; I am not
talking about just jobs, I am talking
about net jobs. We have gained some
jobs; net total we have lost a huge
number of jobs.

I would like for just a second to ad-
dress one other issue before I yield to
the distinguished Democratic leader,
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP-
HARDT] who has been so fabulous in
leading our efforts on this issue, and
that is the issue of exports, because the
other side like to ballyhoo the number,
that we are exporting more to Mexico
now, even though they are importing a
heck of a lot more here.

Let me tell you something. I want
my colleagues to look at a memo that
I have from Professor Harley Shaiken,
who was at the University of California
and who has studied the economic rela-
tionship between Mexico and United
States extensively. He is probably the
foremost expert in the country on this.
Professor Shaiken shed some light on
what I would call the myth behind our
increased exports to Mexico.

There is no denying that exports to
Mexico have risen since NAFTA al-
though imports, as I said, have in-
creased much more dramatically. But
Professor Shaiken, analyzing trade
data, shows that the vast majority of
exports growth has been in what he
calls revolving door exports or indus-
trial tourists.

Now these are goods that are shipped
to Mexico as components, usually
along the border with the United
States and the maquilladora, therefore
counted as exports but then assembled
in Mexico and shipped right back here.
That is why they call them tourist ex-
ports. They are not even there long
enough to have a visa. They get
shipped over there, they are put to-
gether by people who make 70 cents an
hour, and they are shipped right back
here, not to consumers in Mexico, as I
said before. The consumer middle class
in Mexico has declined by about 8 mil-
lion people in the last 4 years.

Revolving door exports have surged
230 percent since NAFTA, rising from
18 billion in 1993 to 42 billion last year.

These exports accounted for 40 percent
of our total exports to Mexico in 1993,
but that share grew up to 62 percent
last year.

So the upshot is, 62 percent of our ex-
ports to Mexico are shipped right back
here, and these are not job-creating ex-
ports, they are job-destroying exports.

Professor Shaiken notes in his
memos, paraphrasing Pogo, ‘‘We have
met the market, and it is us.’’

You know, there are so many aspects
to this issue. There is a food safety
issue, there is the drug issue, there is
the loss of jobs, the downward pressure
on wages, there is the environmental
degradation.

I visited maquilladora in Tijuana
with my distinguished leader, the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT],
and we have some stories and some pic-
tures that I am sure my colleague will
show you right now from his recent
visit to the border that really, for me,
sickens my stomach that our corpora-
tions and our Government have not
dealt with these questions of worker
safety and worker rights and environ-
mental degradation, and I think you
will understand why when you hear the
distinguished leader. So I am honored
that he would join me this afternoon in
talking about this issue that is so fun-
damental to the values which we hold
so dear and which so many people have
fought for in this country for so many
years, and I thank him for joining, and
I yield to him at this time.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman, and I will come
to the well because I have some pic-
tures I would like to show.

First, I would like to salute the gen-
tleman from Michigan, the distin-
guished whip on the Democratic side.
No one has a greater understanding of
the challenges that face working fami-
lies in America than he does, and no
one has fought harder to realize the in-
terests of working families than the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
BONIOR]. So I am always deeply pleased
to be with him in talking about these
important issues.

Let me start today by saying right
off the bat that I am for free trade, as
is the gentleman from Michigan. We
believe trade is synergistic, we think it
has energy for everyone, we think it
helps every country that can engage in
free trade, and we are for free trade
treaties between the United States and
other countries and within the whole
world. We also believe that trade
should be fair as well as free, that it is
not just enough to get tariffs down,
that there are other issues that need to
be dealt with when you are talking
about a trading relationship.

Mr. Speaker, in the 1980’s we advo-
cated that there be access to foreign
markets like Japan so that we could
get our products into their market as
easily as they could get their products
into our market, and through the 1980’s
and into the early 1990’s we were able
to get those access issues to be de-
bated, to be understood and, I think, to

be accepted by people in the United
States and across the world.

Since the early 1990’s, when the real
debate began on the North American
Free Trade Agreement, we brought up
the issue of fairness as it applied to the
proper application and administration
of labor laws, worker laws and environ-
mental laws in other countries, and
that is because when we talk about the
NAFTA, it was to be a free trade agree-
ment between two countries that were
highly developed economically and an-
other country that was still in the
early stages of development with a
much lower standard of living, and we
realized that if trade was to work for
everybody in Canada, the United
States and Mexico, it was very impor-
tant that there be a greater effort at
the application of national laws on
labor and on environment.

Now why is that the case? That is the
case because the standards we have in
these areas need to be moving toward
uniformity, not toward disappearing,
because if you have no standards, then
the lack of standards becomes a com-
parative advantage for the country
that has no standards. Plus the fact I
just do not see how anybody says we
should not try to get the laws of other
countries we are trading with to be
properly enforced.

So as a result of that we wrote lan-
guage into the so-called fast track ne-
gotiating authority that said we would
pay attention to these issues, and in
the negotiation, for the first time in
the negotiation of any free trade agree-
ment we had serious discussions of how
we could get the national laws of each
country on labor and the environment
to be properly enforced.

Now at the end of the day we were
not able to get that enforcement proc-
ess to have real teeth. These issues
wound up in so-called side agreements
that I felt were largely cosmetic, and
that is the reason I oppose the NAFTA
agreement, because there was not a se-
rious attempt to really enforce these
laws.

Now, right now, the President is ask-
ing us for fast track negotiating au-
thority to get new free trade agree-
ments with, say, Brazil or Argentina or
Chile or other countries across the
world, and just as in 1991, I voted for
fast track for then-President Bush, I
am quite prepared to vote for fast
track for President Clinton because ob-
viously I think he shares my values on
these issues much more than President
Bush did, but I do not want again to go
to a set of negotiations without the
Congress being very clear about what
we expect in macro terms to be in
these agreements. I did that once; I do
not want to do that again. I think we
suffered as a Congress from giving this
fast track authority, which of course
gives tremendous power from the Con-
gress to the executive branch, which I
am willing to give because I under-
stand the nature of trade negotiations,
but I am not willing to give it without
some overall admonition about what
we expect to have in these treaties.
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I do not want to mislead anyone. I do

not want the Brazilians to be misled as
to what we will require in the Congress
in these treaties. We want labor and
environmental enforcement of their
laws in the core trade treaty with
trade sanctions in order to enforce it.

Now when I say that a lot of people
say, ‘‘Well, how can you ask another
country to enforce its laws?’’ Why
would we not ask another country to
enforce its laws? How could we possibly
enter into a free trade marriage, which
is what a free trade agreement is, with-
out making sure that all the countries
involved were going to enforce their
national laws?

Now let me go a step further. Before
we negotiated the NAFTA, our busi-
ness community said that you have got
to insist that Mexico change and im-
prove its intellectual property laws,
and we went to Mexico and did that.
Mexico changed and improved its intel-
lectual property and capital laws, and
we put those laws into the treaty and
said that if Mexico does not properly
enforce their intellectual property and
capital laws, we will bring trade sanc-
tions against their products coming
into the United States. And what I say
to my friends in the business commu-
nity is if it is good enough for intellec-
tual property and capital, which we all
care about, surely it must be good
enough for labor and the environment.

I just want symmetry. I want us to
treat labor and environment as strong-
ly as we treat intellectual property and
capital.

Now, having said all of that, I think
as we enter this debate it is important
to understand what has happened with
NAFTA. Some people are saying, oh,
you cannot look at NAFTA, that is un-
fair because no country is alike. I agree
with that, no country is alike. But
surely it is relevant to this debate to
say we have done a free trade treaty
with a country that is in a state of de-
velopment. What has happened there
with that free trade treaty? Has it
worked the way we had hoped it would
work?

And so let us get out some facts
about what is happened with NAFTA.
The first thing you need to understand
is that since 1993 the number of jobs
and the number of factories on the bor-
der in Mexico has doubled since 1993. In
1993 there were about 500,000 jobs on
the border; now there is almost 1 mil-
lion.

You also need to understand that the
turnover rate in those plants is 100 per-
cent. The people work for less here, and
they move on. Why do they move on so
quickly? There is a simple reason.
Wages in the maquilladora plants in
Mexico have gone down in the last 3
years, not up. They were $1 an hour;
now people are paid 70 cents an hour.
As a result, people cannot live on that
wage so they leave. They either come
to the United States or they go back to
the interior where they grew up in
Mexico.

Now, as a result of that it has been
really difficult to get enforcement of

Mexico’s labor and environmental laws
which might have moved things in a
better direction. You know if we really
had gotten Mexico’s labor laws to be
more properly enforced, maybe wages
would be $1.25 an hour rather than 70
cents an hour as they are now. But
that has not happened. Four cases have
been brought under the labor side
agreement, and none of them have been
resolved. Under the North American
Development Bank, which we set up to
remedy some of these environment
conditions, only 3 loans have been let
and none of them have been completed,
and there are literally hundreds of sit-
uations on the border where there is
real environmental danger to the peo-
ple living on the border.

Now I recently went to the border
again, to Juarez, across the line from
El Paso, and I have here some pictures
that I think best present what is actu-
ally happening on the border. You
know, one of the things we need to do
as we go into this debate is have a re-
ality check, what is actually happening
with the free trade treaty.

Here is a picture of a brand new, very
modern maquilladora plant, and maybe
hard to see over the television, but I
think people in the room here can see
this is a maquilladora plant.
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It is a modern plant, I forget which
company it was, one of our major cor-
porations. What you need to under-
stand is the maquiladora plants in
places like Mexico are high tech, high
quality, high productivity, making the
most sophisticated products in the
world, as the gentleman from Michigan
pointed out. This is not low tech, old
world technology. This is the best
plant you will find in the world.

But across a drainage ditch a few
yards from that plant is the housing
where the people who work in the plant
live. The housing is literally made
from the pallets and the boxes that
come from the plant. The people live
on the ground. They are earning be-
tween $24 and $32 a week for 8 and 10
hours of work a day. That is a picture
of where they live.

The next picture is a picture of the
drainage ditch, which is behind me. In
this picture is the maquiladora, a few
yards is the drainage ditch. This is
filled with pollution, human waste, the
smell here was overpowering, the
amount of pollution in this ditch was
overpowering. This ditch is a hazard to
people’s health, hepatitis, cholera. And
here are the houses that the people live
in. These are pallets, and the people
earn probably $24 to $32.

Here is another picture of the houses.
Here is a young boy up on top trying to
make repairs in the roof of their house.
As I talked to people who are over
here, they talked about not having
enough food to eat, about the children
not being able to go to school because
they could not afford to send them to
school. They could not afford the
clothes. They could not afford the sup-

plies. They said that they have school
teachers paid by the government, but
not buildings or supplies. So to even go
to the public schools, you had to have
money. So about half the kids are not
attending school.

Here is a picture of washing machine
boxes that came straight out of the
plant that is behind where these are,
and people are living in housing that is
literally the packing boxes of the prod-
ucts they are making.

Finally, here is one of the children
that we saw in the colonias. The chil-
dren, as all children are, are beautiful.
I talked to one young girl and I asked
her her name. She said which name do
you want? My right name, or the name
I assumed to get a job in the plant at
age 13?

Half these children are not in school.
All of these children are malnourished.
They are living in subhuman condi-
tions. If you go to the maquiladoras
and ask our companies why are you al-
lowing people to live in subhuman con-
ditions who are your employees, they
probably rightly say because we are in
competition with all the other compa-
nies that are here, and this is cutthroat
competition, and there are no stand-
ards.

I want to say something: It is not the
responsibility of just the companies to
have standards. It is the responsibility
of the Government of the United States
and the Government of Mexico to see
that there are human standards for the
environment and for people in these
factories and in the housing that is
around these factories.

It is our responsibility. So do not tell
me that human standards and worker
standards and environmental standards
have no place in a free trade treaty.
They have every place in a free trade
treaty.

We must be clear if we give this
power, as I believe we should, to the
President, of what we expect to be in
these treaties. It must include worker
standards and labor standards and en-
vironmental standards that have been
passed by the Government of Mexico
and endorsed by the Government of the
United States.

Finally, if trade is to actually fulfill
its purpose, the people in a developing
country like Mexico have to make a
human wage so they can become con-
sumers of the products they are mak-
ing. Trade is good, trade is synergistic,
trade can raise the standard of living of
every country involved. But in order
for that to happen, people have to
make a living, decent wage. Then we
will fulfill the promise of trade. Then
trade will be good for every human
being on Earth.

This is our leadership mission. The
old debate about protectionism and
free trade is over. No one advocates
protectionism. The issue today in trade
is how do we get human standards and
decency into the trading relationship
between every country in the world.
We can do this. This must be our mis-
sion, of leadership of the world, so that
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conditions like this for this young lady
will not exist anywhere in the world.

We can do this. This is our leadership
mission. Bobby Kennedy said some see
things as they are and ask why; I
dream things that never were and ask
why not.

In this NAFTA, we must ask, in this
fast track we must ask, why not? Bet-
ter conditions for all of the people of
the world, so that capitalism and de-
mocracy become the hallmark for ev-
erybody in the world that everybody
wants to reach for.

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague
for his eloquent, impassioned, and
thorough description of this trade di-
lemma that we face. I would like to
also yield at this time to another
champion who cares about these values
and these issues, my distinguished col-
league from Ohio, Mr. BROWN, who has
been a leader on these issues and who
particularly on the food safety issue
has really highlighted the deficiencies
in these agreements.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank the gen-
tleman from Michigan. As the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT]
mentioned and said so passionately and
eloquently, and as the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] has talked
about for years in this institution, in
this body, we have seen these trade
agreements, whether it is GATT,
whether it is NAFTA, other trade
agreements we have signed, have seen a
diminishing of standards, of clean air
and safe drinking water and pure food
standards around the world. And that
is what is particularly troubling about
extending NAFTA to Chile, or any
other country in Latin America, as a
result of the fast track proposal by the
President and by the Republican lead-
ership.

Fast track will accelerate the dis-
mantling that we have worked so hard
to build a consensus around, clean air,
safe drinking water, pure, safe food. We
simply should not give up on the con-
sensus that we have built in this coun-
try.

If you go back 90 years ago in the
United States, we did not have the
kind of protections of our food supply.
There was a book written by a 28-year-
old journalist by the name of Upton
Sinclair called ‘‘The Jungle,’’ written
about the Chicago packing yards in
1906. When that book was written,
America did not really have safeguards
in place for beef and poultry and fish
and fruits and vegetables. And over
time, with the establishment of the
Food and Drug Administration, in part
coming out of the book ‘‘The Jungle’’
and the scandal that Upton Sinclair
pointed out, we as a nation have moved
together and built a consensus around
these clean air, safe drinking water
laws, worker safety laws, pure food
laws. And it is something that 95 per-
cent, at least, of the people of this
country I believe agree with that con-
sensus.

Yesterday, I think people spoke in
this body, particularly loud and clear,

when there was overwhelming support,
almost literally every single Democrat
in this party and a majority of the Re-
publicans supported the Sanders
amendment, which will send I believe
U.S. trade negotiators a clear signal
that Congress cares deeply about the
fundamental precepts of American sov-
ereignty in the new global economy.

Let me outline on the time of the
gentleman from Michigan, on what ex-
actly that means and the kind of ero-
sion that we have begun to see in some
of the laws that have protected our
way of life, clean air, safe drinking
water, worker safety laws, all of these
things, what some of the threats to
that sovereignty and that body of laws
that has kept our standard of living
and protected our people the way that
they have.

The World Trade Organization was
created by the GATT agreement that
passed Congress about 3 years ago. The
World Trade Organization is sort of an
international United Nations of inter-
national commerce, if you will, except
in a lot of ways it has more teeth. Let
me run through a couple of examples of
what has happened under the GATT,
under the World Trade Organization.

Venezuela, which was defending its
state-owned monopoly, attacked the
United States in the World Trade Orga-
nization over provisions of the Clean
Air Act. The Venezuelans said Ameri-
ca’s environmental laws were too
strong and kept out Venezuelan oil.
Venezuela went to the World Trade Or-
ganization, they won, causing a weak-
ening of American environmental laws.

Second example, the Massachusetts
State government passed a bill in the
legislature that said it would no longer
do business with the military govern-
ment of Myanmar, what used to be
called Burma, as a protest against
human rights violations, some of the
worst of any nation on Earth. The Eu-
ropean Union, along with the military
dictatorship in Myanmar, in Burma,
challenged the right of the State of
Massachusetts to make such a law and
said it was a barrier to trade. That is
now being considered by the World
Trade Organization.

The third is closer to home and more
directly related to what Mr. BONIOR
and Mr. GEPHARDT were talking about.
And that is a dispute we are in the
middle of with the Government of
Chile. Chile has, in the eyes of a lot of
Americans, been dumping salmon.
They are a major, major world exporter
of salmon. They have been dumping
salmon in the U.S. market. That means
selling salmon at a price less than it
cost to produce it, less than the mar-
ket value, in fact less than the cost to
produce it.

American salmon farmers and salm-
on fishermen, mostly in Maine, Alaska,
Washington, Oregon, and California,
have said this is not fair, that they can
dump salmon at less than cost and un-
dercut American salmon fishermen and
salmon farmers and ultimately take
the market away from these businesses

and take jobs away from American
workers.

The Government of Chile, in bringing
this lawsuit against the United States,
is about to, if they lose, which they
have lost first round, is about to go in
front of the World Trade Organization
and ask for it to be declared an unfair
trade practice, what the United States
is trying to do to even the playing
field.

The Chilean Government has hired
former Senator and former Presi-
dential candidate and former Senate
Majority Leader Robert Dole to rep-
resent them. Only 10 months after he
was asking the American people to
vote for him for President, the Govern-
ment of Chile has hired Bob Dole to
represent them against the United
States of America. I think it only begs
the question. We wish Mr. Dole played
on our team, on the home team, rather
than playing on Chile’s team, rather
than playing on the visitor’s team.

What is important is Senator Dole is
representing a foreign government
against the United States, which ulti-
mately will hurt American businesses
and will cost American jobs if Senator
Dole and the Chilean Government are
successful.

Those are the kinds of things, wheth-
er it is weakening environmental laws
because of what Venezuela’s Govern-
ment has done, whether it is getting
rid of laws that the State of Massachu-
setts legislature passed, or whether it
is costing American jobs and hurting
American businesses when Senator
Dole represents Chile against the Unit-
ed States. Those are the kinds of
things that are happening that will
happen and continue to happen and
happen in much greater frequency
under these provisions in the fast track
agreement.

We cannot continue to lower Amer-
ican standards on the environment, on
safe drinking water, on clean air. We
cannot continued to allow other busi-
nesses in other countries and other
governments to try to weaken Ameri-
ca’s food safety laws.

We have seen, as the gentleman from
Michigan, Mr. STUPAK, a colleague of
Mr. BONIOR’s, and I earlier this week
had a news conference, talking about
the issues of food safety. A young
woman from Michigan who had seen
her daughter get sick from hepatitis A
from strawberries brought in from
Mexico in school lunches in Marshall,
MI, southwest Michigan, came and
spoke at our news conference. She reit-
erated what a problem it is we do not
do the right kind of food inspection at
the Mexican-American border, and how
America is beginning, because of some
of these trade agreements, to lower our
standards of food safety.

Few things are more important to
this country than to continue to pre-
serve and protect the world’s safest,
best, and least expensive food supply
that we so proudly as a nation have
built.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH8034 September 26, 1997
b 1345

We have no business allowing these
trade agreements to override what we
have done in our States and cities and
what this Federal Government has
done to protect our air, protect our
water, and protect our food supply.

So I thank the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] for his involve-
ment and what he has done in leading
the charge on making sure that our
trade laws are written fairly so that
American workers have a fair shake, so
it is not costing us jobs and hurting
our quality of life.

I asked the question, as many have
asked over and over, why should we
rush headlong into another trade
agreement that endangers America’s
food supply and costs American jobs
until we fix those trade agreements,
like NAFTA, that we have not yet
fixed. I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague for his wonderful descrip-
tion of a variety of problems, the sov-
ereignty issue, as well as the food safe-
ty issue.

I just want to take a second to talk
about another aspect of this that I
think deserves some attention, and
that is the whole question of workers,
American workers, Mexican workers,
Canadian workers.

We have seen enormous prosperity
for the people at the very top in all
three countries over the last 10 years.
In the United States, that actually
goes beyond the very top; it extends
probably down to the people who make
salaries that are in the top 20 to 25 per-
cent in this country have done quite
well. But 80 percent of Americans since
1979 have basically had their wages fro-
zen or have declined in real wage
terms.

In Mexico wages have fallen rapidly
since NAFTA. Real wages and produc-
tivity in Mexico, manufacturing in 1993
to 1996 are illustrated here, and as we
can see, the red line is productivity.
That means how much more output,
how much more productive they have
been, and we can see there has been
steady growth in productivity during
NAFTA in Mexico, but the wages of the
workers have gone down. We talked
about how they were making $1 an
hour. They are making 70 cents an
hour, many of them children, many of
them 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 years of age.

So in Mexico, clearly, as I mentioned
earlier, 8 million middle-class Mexican
families dropped into poverty. Average
workers are not benefiting. In fact,
they are being hurt by these trade
agreements, and I can say the same in
Canada as well where wage stagnation
for most of the workers has occurred.
People at the top are doing extremely
well. The top 1 percent are doing fabu-
lously well.

So what we are asking for is that ev-
erybody gets to share in this pie. His-
torically, the way workers have in-
creased their share has been to collec-
tively organize and bargain for a better

deal, for better wages, for better health
care, for a secure pension, and all of
the things that tend to make life fun,
tend to make life bearable, tend to
make life possible for a family. These
things just did not happen; they hap-
pened in America because people came
together and demanded them collec-
tively.

I remember in the 1950’s, almost 40
percent of American families were
members of labor unions, and that was,
of course, the greatest period in Amer-
ica where we had growth of average
families. Productivity was ranging at
about 90, 95 percent, and so wages and
benefits were at 90, 95 percent. And as
membership in organized labor bodies
dropped through the 1960’s and 1970’s
and 1980’s, to the point where it is
about 15 or 14 percent today, wages rel-
ative to productivity dropped was well
to the point where, as I mentioned,
since 1979 workers basically are losing
ground or have not gained anything at
all. That is a long time; it is almost 20
years.

So when we argue on behalf of Mexi-
can workers being able to organize, to
assemble freely, to form unions that
will work for them and their families,
we do that, we argue that not only for
those Mexican workers, but we argue it
for our workers here.

Now, people say, well, how does that
affect our workers here? It affects
them because if Mexican wages and
benefits start to increase, as they did
here in the 1940’s and 1950’s and 1960’s,
then the employers cannot play this
game with workers and say, if you do
not take a cut here or a freeze here, we
are going south, because, after all,
Mexico is basically economically a 51st
State in the United States. We have
just gotten rid of all of the economic
barriers. It is right across the border.

I had the occasion a few months ago
to talk with some women who came to
see me, who were from El Paso, TX, a
town, which I might add, was supposed
to be reaping the most benefits, we
were told during the NAFTA debate,
from NAFTA, because it was on the
border. There would be a lot of com-
merce, there would be a lot of energy,
there would be a lot of jobs created.
Well, El Paso has one of the highest
unemployment rates of a major city in
the country today.

These women came and they told me
they worked at a textile facility; most
of these women were in their forties or
early fifties, some single parents. They
had been working at this facility for
many years, sewing, making a little
above the minimum wage. The mini-
mum wage was $4.75 back then; it is
now $5.15. They were making $5 and $6.
They all lost their jobs because their
company moved right across the bor-
der, not very much more than 3 or 4
miles away, set up shop, and was able
to pay Mexican workers, I suspect
some of them probably children, 70
cents an hour.

When these women, who were dis-
placed after years of service to this

company, went to the Government, our
Government which advocated NAFTA
and said, if we have displaced workers,
we will help them with job relocation
and job retraining, when they went to
their government to get that promise,
it was not there. None of them were
helped; did not have a program for
them, could not take care of them. So
they came to see me and talk to me
about this.

It is broken promises of NAFTA that
are causing a lot of people to recon-
sider what they did on that vote in this
Chamber.

I think the thing that moves me the
most about this is that I wish the
President and I wish all of my col-
leagues, for that matter the American
people who are interested in this issue,
as most should be, would have a chance
to go down and see what the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT] showed
in the pictures. One has to see it to be-
lieve it. It is disgraceful. People are
living on the border in subhuman con-
ditions, in cardboard boxes made out of
the very containers that they put to-
gether in facilities that they work in.
When they struggle to have an inde-
pendent voice, to collectively form a
union to increase their ability to bar-
gain with these multinational corpora-
tions, or not multinational, regular
business leaders, they are prohibited
from doing so.

I visited a colonia in Tijuana and
talked with a group of people who lived
in a similar situation that Mr. GEP-
HARDT described in Juarez, and the
leader of the colonia told me and Mr.
GEPHARDT and others that the plant
that they worked in accelerated the
speed of the line so they could get more
production, and as a result, people that
he worked with who lived in his
colonia, his village, were losing fingers
and some hands, and it was intolerable.
These things were happening on a regu-
lar basis.

So they decided, because they were
not getting any action from this com-
pany, that they would protest, so they
stopped working. And he, as the leader
of the group, was fired from his job. He
then tried to form an independent
union and ended up being thrown in
jail for trying to organize a union to
deal with this scandalous situation.

It reminds me, and it should remind
my colleagues, if we remember our his-
tory, of what happened in this country
100 years ago. We maybe do not even
have to go back that far; 60, 70 years
ago.

So when I say that these trade agree-
ments are taking us backward to those
conditions, that is what I am talking
about, because the Government of Mex-
ico, the multinationals that the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT]
talked about, they are not doing any-
thing to change this. So what we want
to do in these trade agreements is to
force them to do something, like we
forced them to do something here over
the course of this past century. Force
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them to do things that would help de-
velop the strongest, most viable, eco-
nomically vibrant middle class that
the world has ever seen.

So this is a struggle, and it is not
easy, because we are up against some
of the wealthiest, most powerful people
in the world and governments in the
world. But we are right. I am not al-
ways right, but on this I feel it not
only in my head, but I feel it in my gut
and my heart, and it is going to hap-
pen. It is just a matter of when and
how long and how many kids are going
to have to be sacrificed in the mean-
time by not getting an education, by
being worked to death. How much of
our environment is going to get
spoiled? How many of our people here
are going to lose their jobs? And how
much disillusionment is going to be
created with the 70 percent in America
and the 95 percent in Mexico, or the 70
percent in Canada who are trying to
make a go of it each and every single
day, and who remember the sacrifices
of their families and their mothers and
their fathers and their grandparents to
get them to where they were.

Those folks need to join the battle,
because when they are aligned to-
gether, there is just too many of us,
and we will win, because history is on
our side, right is on our side, economic
right is on our side.

I want to yield now to my distin-
guished colleague from New Jersey,
Mr. PALLONE, who has been also one of
the great champions on protecting av-
erage working people and especially
the environment.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to thank the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] for all of the
work that he has done in opposition to
the fast track legislation and the way
that it has been handled so far.

I know that one of the concerns that
the gentleman mentioned, too, and I
was listening, is the need to protect
the environment as well as the health
and safety of American families. One of
the concerns that I have had is that so
far we are hearing mainly the sugges-
tion that there would be additional en-
vironmental side agreements, that
somehow the environment would be ad-
dressed in further trade agreements
with other countries in the same way
that it was with NAFTA as a side
agreement to the initial treaty, and
my concern is that that does not ade-
quately protect the environment, that
that is not the way to go about it.

In fact, what we have learned is that
in the case of NAFTA, the environ-
mental side agreement, if you will, has
basically resulted in the number of fac-
tories along this very heavily-polluted
United States-Mexican border, the
number of factories has actually in-
creased by 20 percent, so pollution
problems are getting worse.

Also, little is being done to ensure
that new facilities are complying with
environmental standards. Something
like 44 tons of hazardous waste that is
illegally dumped by these border fac-

tories every day are not being cleaned
up. In fact, there was a commitment to
spend, I think, as much as $2 billion to
do cleanup along the border, and none
of that money has been spent.

Mr. BONIOR. That is right. That was
the promise of NAFTA: We will spend
$2 billion and clean it up. They spent
less than 1 percent of that money, and
virtually nothing has been done. There
are a few projects underway right now,
but virtually nothing has been done.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, what I
think that the administration is tell-
ing us now is that they are willing to
put negotiating objectives in the fast
track legislation that would include
specific references to the environment.
But I do not believe that that is going
to accomplish our goal because that
will not require that environmental
agreements actually be included as
part of the treaties that we negotiate.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my friend from New Jersey, Mr.
PALLONE, who has been such a cham-
pion on this, and I thank the Chair for
his indulgence, and I appreciate the op-
portunity to discuss this issue.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, it’s been 4
years since NAFTA was signed. And for those
4 years it’s been nothing but bad news:
NAFTA has been bad news for American
workers; NAFTA’s been bad news for Mexican
workers; and NAFTA’s been bad news for the
environment.

American workers have lost 420,000 jobs
thanks to NAFTA and Mexican workers’
wages have dropped to one-third of what they
were in 1980—from $2.40 an hour in 1993 to
$1.50 in 1996.

So, Mr. Speaker if NAFTA is such a dismal
failure? If NAFTA has hurt so many workers
on both sides of the border, why on Earth are
we talking about repeating its mistakes?

Thanks to NAFTA hundreds of American
companies have closed shop in the United
States only to reopen in Mexico to take advan-
tage of cheaper labor and weaker worker pro-
tections.

And some of those corporations that don’t
shift their businesses south threaten to move
in order to stop union organizing. They tell
their workers if they try to organize the com-
pany will move south to Mexico and they’ll be
out on the streets.

Meanwhile, those companies that move to
Mexico are having horrible effects on the envi-
ronment. Democratic Leader DICK GEPHARDT
just returned from the border where the pollu-
tion and disease are unbelievable.

In the border region, where maquilladora
plants have been set up to do business
cheaply, corporations pollute at will, with no
control from the Mexican Government. Dozens
of medical reports describe increased disease
rates, child deformity, and infant mortality
rates caused by the lack of environmental
control.

On the American side of the border with
Mexico, hepatitis rates have risen to about
four times the United States average. Mr.
Speaker, hepatitis does not respect borders.
Instances of tuberculosis are higher since the
passage of NAFTA as well.

Companies who conduct business in Mexico
are free to spew toxic wastes into the rivers
and filthy pollutants into the air.

And Mr. Speaker, that air and that water
does not stop at the Texas border just be-
cause it’s the United States. This Congress
and our President should be doing everything
possible to protect our citizens. Not selling
them out for free trade at any price.

Back when we first debated NAFTA, I re-
member people arguing that this agreement
would help to create prosperity for Mexican
workers.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, those people
were wrong. The Mexican workers are actually
worse off now than they were before. Demo-
cratic Leader GEPHARDT brought back pictures
of families living in packing boxes used to ship
the products they make.

And, Mexican wages aren’t just dropping
because of market forces. Mr. Speaker, the
Mexican Government actually implemented
policies to keep Mexican wages down to at-
tract foreign investment. It is no surprise that
Mexicans aren’t able to buy our products—
most of them have trouble putting food on the
table.

Thanks to depressed Mexican wages and
dangerous, unhealthy workplaces, our trade
deficit with Mexico is worse than ever. In other
words, we buy their products much more than
they buy ours.

In 1993, prior to the passage of NAFTA, the
United States actually had a trade surplus with
Mexico of $1.7 billion.

Today, we all know that this healthy surplus
has collapsed into a deficit of $16.2 billion. Mr.
Speaker—under any circumstances, I would
call a $16.2 billion trade deficit bad news for
our economy and I would call the agreement
that led to that deficit a bad idea. Yet Presi-
dent Clinton and some of my colleagues want
to use that agreement as a model for others.

The agreement that brought this country
from a trade surplus to a trade deficit in only
4 years is going to be used again?

So Mr. Speaker, now that we know that
NAFTA has hurt our workers, failed to protect
the environment, hurt the lives of Mexicans,
and hurt the American economy, I think we
should talk about ways to fix its mistakes, not
ways to repeat them.

But the administration disagrees with me,
they are proposing Fast Track Trade Negotiat-
ing Authority, which has no protections for
worker’s rights, no protection for the environ-
ment, and nothing remotely resembling human
rights.

During NAFTA, these elements were nego-
tiated in side-agreements, which were not en-
forced.

Now, 4 years later, the evidence is clear,
the side agreements didn’t work. Any environ-
mental or worker protections need to be in-
cluded in the body of the agreement itself, not
as some sort of toothless afterthought, as the
administration would have it.

Unfortunately, these important standards are
only included as ‘‘objectives’’ for our nego-
tiators. Section 2, part C states that ‘‘U.S. ne-
gotiators shall take into account U.S. domestic
objectives including, but not limited to, the pro-
tection of health and safety, essential security,
environmental * * *’’, and so forth.

Mr. Speaker, these are excellent goals and
our negotiators should certainly keep them in
mind. But this doesn’t provide any sort of
guarantees that these initiatives will be taken
care of. This legislation does not force nego-
tiators to make changes in workers’ rights; the
legislation does not require any deals on envi-
ronmental protection or human rights either.
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And it does not hold governments accountable
for the mistreatment of their workers and the
abuse of their environment.

I know that the people who support the pro-
posal say that section 2 allocates worker
rights and environmental protection to the
World Trade Organization. But, Mr. Speaker,
time and time again, the World Trade Organi-
zation has refused to take on these issues.

In fact, in order to achieve enforceable
standards for workers and the environment,
131 countries would have to reach a consen-
sus and we all know that is never going to
happen.

Mr. Speaker, we have seen that NAFTA has
been a terrible failure and we know many of
the reasons why. I hope that the administra-
tion will give history its due and learn from
their mistakes instead of repeating them.

Instead, we should learn from failures of
NAFTA and work to build a new plan for nego-
tiating trade agreements.

b 1400

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES RELAT-
ING TO FAST TRACK LEGISLA-
TION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to continue with the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] along the
same lines. Even though this may
sound a little bureaucratic, it is impor-
tant.

If we look at the proposed legisla-
tion, it says it will ensure that trade
and environmental protection are mu-
tually supportive, and it in fact even
serves to limit consideration of the en-
vironment to foreign government poli-
cies and practices regarding the envi-
ronment that are directly related to
trade. It limits the ability of the Unit-
ed States to deal with environmental
issues by requiring that negotiations
take place through the World Trade Or-
ganization.

My point is that if we look at the
language of what is being proposed, not
only does it not adequately protect the
environment and guarantee that the
environment is addressed directly in
these subsequent agreements that are
negotiated, but it may even limit the
ability to do that. So it does not in any
way satisfy our concerns.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PALLONE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I think
the gentleman has read that correctly.
This fast track authority that has been
submitted by the administration, I
contend, is weaker on the environment
and weaker on labor standards than the
one that was negotiated under NAFTA
4 years ago.

I think these issues on the environ-
ment the gentleman talked about need
to be in the core agreement, with en-
forceable standards, like we enforce
capital and as we enforce intellectual
property. It falls far, far short of what
is necessary. That is why major envi-

ronmental groups throughout this
country are opposing this fast track,
because they see it as opening the flood
gates and continuing the environ-
mental degradation that we have seen.

Mr. PALLONE. What I have been
doing over the last couple of days, Mr.
Chairman, is I have put together a let-
ter that I am trying, and some Mem-
bers have already signed and I am try-
ing to get more Members to sign, to
the President basically saying this:
That it is critical for the fast track to
require that environmental concerns be
directly addressed in negotiated agree-
ments, rather than allowing environ-
mental protection to be negotiated sep-
arately in unenforceable side agree-
ments that do not adequately protect
the environment.

To that end, trade agreements nego-
tiated under fast track should also be
negotiated to include enforcement
mechanisms that should hold govern-
ments to set environmental protection.
I am not saying even with that that
fast track is acceptable, but I believe
very strongly that if we were able to
get these kinds of inclusions in there,
at least we would have a little better
protection and know that something
would be done on the environment
other than negotiating additional side
agreements that really have had no im-
pact.

One of the things I keep saying over
and over again is we have to look at
NAFTA as the example. I know a lot of
people say, well, in voting or in review-
ing fast track legislation, we should
not look back at NAFTA. To me that
makes no sense. NAFTA is the example
that we have of what may result as a
result of fast track. If the environment
did not work with that, why should we
believe it is going to work again?

Mr. BONIOR. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, I found it quite in-
teresting that when the President
came before our caucus in this very
building a couple of weeks ago, he men-
tioned on at least on two occasions,
maybe three, when he was talking to
us, he said off the cuff, and I could see
his aides wincing in the background,
and he said, ‘‘Well, if you were not for
NAFTA, you probably will not want to
be for fast track.’’

There was a reason that people will
not be for fast track; because NAFTA
has been, as we have said, it has been
deficient in all of these areas. That is
why on our side of the aisle there may
be upward of 20 Members who voted for
NAFTA who will be voting against fast
track because it has not delivered.
That is why the President has men-
tioned on several occasions, and I
think maybe not inadvertently, but I
think he would not do it again if he
had to, that if Members voted against
NAFTA they would probably vote
against fast track.

Mr. PALLONE. I appreciate that. If I
could just say one last thing, that is
that the reason I feel so strongly about
this is not only because I think it is
important to have better environ-

mental standards in the other coun-
tries, but also because if we do not, if
we just allow these free trade agree-
ments to go forward without these
kinds of environmental safeguards,
then what happens is ultimately our
own environmental standards are
threatened, because it becomes very
easy for those countries to lure plants
and companies, manufacturing, down
to, say, Mexico.

Mr. BONIOR. That is exactly what
happened to the furniture industry in
southern California. It has gone over
the border into Mexico because they do
not have to comply with environ-
mental laws and rules. I visited an acid
factory in Tijuana, an acid field that
was supposed to recycle batteries, and
it was a field probably the size of this
room, filled with acid. And right across
the street, not more than 10 yards
away, was the largest dairy farm in
that state, huge. And of course, the ob-
vious problems occurred. The children
who were drinking the milk from those
cows were suffering and having serious
health problems. It boggles the mind to
think that we are not only allowing
this to occur, but we have done nothing
at all to correct it in this new legisla-
tion. I thank the gentleman for his
comments.
f

INQUIRIES TO THE ADMINISTRA-
TION REGARDING CONGRES-
SIONAL TRAVEL TO LIBYA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, Libya is a
rogue nation that openly supports, pro-
motes, and inspires terrorist activities
around the world. None of us could ever
forget Libya’s involvement in the 1985
terrorist attacks in Rome and Vienna
airports that killed 20 men, women,
and children, including five Americans.
Nor can we forget Libya’s responsibil-
ity for the 1986 bombing in Berlin that
killed two United States servicemen.
And of course, we will never, ever for-
get Libya’s dastardly involvement in
the 1988 bombing of Pan Am flight 103
which resulted in killing 270 men,
women, and children, including 189
Americans.

Because of these and other acts of
terrorism, Mr. Speaker, Libya has been
sanctioned by the U.N. Security Coun-
cil, and United States law imposes seri-
ous limitations on the ability of our
citizens to travel to Libya or to spend
money there.

The State Department has reported
that one of our colleagues, the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. HILLIARD]
recently traveled to Libya without offi-
cial authorization or approval. Against
that background, the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. BACHUS] has prepared a
privileged resolution that would direct
the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct to undertake an immediate
and thorough investigation of the cir-
cumstances surrounding the travel of
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the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
HILLIARD] to Libya.

In that matter, the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. BACHUS] has expressed
the concerns of all Members about any
Member of Congress traveling to Libya.
In an effort to be helpful, and in my ca-
pacity as chairman of the Committee
on International Relations and in the
exercise of our committee’s oversight
responsibilities, I will inquire of the
administration what laws and regula-
tions, if any, would apply to travel by
any Congressman to Libya, and wheth-
er any of those laws or regulations may
have been violated.

I will be undertaking a review of this
matter. I assure the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. BACHUS] that I will
promptly share with him the response
of the administration to our inquiries.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield to
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
BACHUS].

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, on Sep-
tember 18, I wrote the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. HILLIARD] and told him
how important I thought it was that he
give a public explanation for his trip to
Libya. When I received no response to
that letter, I noticed 2 days ago my in-
tention to file a privileged resolution.
That resolution I read in full to this
body two nights ago.

It is very important that our body
know the facts and circumstances sur-
rounding this visit. It was, as the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN]
noted, to an outlaw nation, a nation
which is presently, not sometime in
the past, but is presently engaged in
terrorist activity in several countries.

I have again called on the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. HILLIARD] today to
make a public explanation. I welcome
the assurances of the gentleman from
New York [Mr. GILMAN] that the com-
mittee will be looking into these facts.

What I intend to do at this time is
not to go forward with my resolution,
but I will note that if the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. HILLIARD] does not
make a full and complete explanation
of his trip, as I have outlined in the
resolution, that in the interests of this
body and its integrity, and because the
American people have a right to an ex-
planation, I will renotice my resolution
next week or the week after.

I again call on the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. HILLIARD], and I know
other Members of the body share my
opinion, that he make a full and com-
plete explanation of his trip to Libya.

It is my understanding that the Com-
mittee on International Relations, and
it was from earlier conversations, that
they are going to do an investigation
into this trip which I hope will include
talking to the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. HILLIARD] and asking the
gentleman from Alabama for an expla-
nation of his trip. I will be looking for-
ward to that.

I believe that it is a much better
forum, if it is done before the Commit-
tee on International Relations, it is
done in a public hearing, and this is

something that we will just have to fol-
low day by day. But the American peo-
ple deserve and I think demand an ex-
planation. It is against the law for any-
one to travel to Libya. It is against the
law for a United States Congressman
to travel to Libya. The laws apply to
everyone, including U.S. Congressmen.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his comments.
f

ON A RESPECTFUL APPROACH TO
INQUIRY INTO MEMBER’S TRAVEL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. WATERS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I came to
the floor because I wanted to make
sure that any attempts to try and an-
swer for the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. HILLIARD] or to describe what he
may or may not have done be charac-
terized in a way that would not indict
him without his having an opportunity
to deal with this issue. He is not here.

As chairperson of the Congressional
Black Caucus, I pay special attention,
of course, to those members of the Cau-
cus. I wish that they always be rep-
resented in the right way, and when-
ever there appears to be a problem un-
folding, I want to make sure that we do
everything that we can to see to it that
they are handled with respect.

Mr. Speaker, I have talked with the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. BACHUS]
about this, and I am convinced that he
simply, in the interests of his constitu-
ents in the State of Alabama, is simply
attempting to have some questions an-
swered that have been raised by people
in Alabama. I respect that.

I do wish, however, that this issue
not become something that is debated
on the floor while in fact there is a
complaint now pending in the Ethics
Committee. Normally, if there is a
complaint, it would be handled in the
body that is constructed to handle
these kinds of concerns. It is a little
bit unusual to talk about some pro-
tracted debate either in committee or
on the floor.

I would hope that something happens
between now and next week that would
cause this to be not only deposited as
it is in the Ethics Committee, but dis-
cussed there. I suppose we could end up
discussing these kinds of concerns ad
nauseam.

As I reviewed, kind of, the record
over a period of time about travel, I
guess there have been some questions
from time to time about travel to
Cuba, even at one point to Vietnam
and other places, where I think we
have some restrictions or sanctions,
but it has not occupied the committee
or the House. If there is a complaint
filed, it is taken up there.

So let me just say that I rise today
on behalf of the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. HILLIARD], to say that cer-
tainly he has not had the opportunity
to have his say; that he has responded
to some inquiries that have been made

in an unofficial way, I think, by the
State Department. The State Depart-
ment has made it clear they are not in-
vestigating him. They simply have al-
most a perfunctory duty to raise some
questions about travel to certain areas
where there may be some restrictions.

As far as we know, the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. HILLIARD] has done
nothing wrong. He is not in violation of
anything. Even when sometimes it ap-
pears that there is travel to restricted
places, there are ways and waivers
which allow for travel if they do not
violate certain things, like the use of
passports, money transactions.
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So based on what I know, I am con-
vinced that the gentleman from Ala-
bama’s actions are honorable and that
he has not in any way violated any
laws or the responsibilities and trust
that are placed in him by virtue of his
being a Member of Congress.

So I wanted to be here today to say
that I respect the gentleman’s concern.
I do think that there is some continued
discussion that can take place about
how to proceed with this, and with that
I would happily be involved with the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
HILLIARD] next week to see how we can
move this in a fashion that we can all
feel good about.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. WATERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alabama.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I respect
what the gentlewoman said, and I
agree with what she has said in part. I
would say that there are many ques-
tions because we simply do not know,
we have not had an explanation. And
until we have an explanation, it is hard
for us to make final judgment, and
that is basically what I have asked for.

Ms. WATERS. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Speaker, not that I am the legal
adviser on this, but if I were to advise
him, now that a complaint has been
filed with the Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct, I would confine my
explanations to the body that is taking
a look at the issue, should they decide
to do that, and I would wait to see how
they were going to handle it, rather
than trying to come to the floor and
present a defense when he has not real-
ly been charged with anything, or to
provide an explanation that may com-
plicate proceedings that may be under-
way or may get underway.

So I wish that we would not take his
lack of a response to the gentleman’s
request as an unwillingness to discuss
it; but rather, now, I think he is put in
a position where he has to make some
decisions about what is the appropriate
response and in what manner that will
be done.
f

GREAT FUTURE FOR OUR NATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from New
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York [Mr. PAXON] is recognized for 30
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. PAXON. Mr. Speaker, I do not
think there is any doubt in the minds
of most of our constituents back home
that the best days of this Nation are
ahead of us. We have always been a na-
tion that has looked ahead with great
hope and the belief that the future is
ours to shape, and I think we can sub-
scribe to that notion today more than
ever before.

I am proud of the work this Congress
has done since we Republicans took
control of this institution in 1994. The
American people wanted real change
and we have done what we can to try to
provide that change and a real dif-
ference in the way this Congress is op-
erated, looking forward, moving this
country ahead, whether it was the in-
stitutional reforms we put in place on
the opening day, whether it was wel-
fare reform or immigration reform, the
Freedom to Farm Act, and so many
other pieces of legislation.

In the last Congress and in this Con-
gress legislation has addressed impor-
tant issues that for so long had been
pushed aside and not really taken to
fruition, to move those issues forward
and solve these problems; whether it
trying to address the problems of a
Medicare system that was in financial
failure, we have now passed legislation
to extend the life of the Medicare sys-
tem that saved the lives of my parents;
whether or not it was for many years
setting aside the issue of tax relief for
working families, this Congress this
summer moved forward with an impor-
tant step forward in providing tax re-
lief in the form of a $500 per child tax
credit, and death tax and capital gains
tax relief.

But certainly one of the most impor-
tant and historic things we have done
is focus our attention on the effort to
balance our Nation’s budget. For so
long this Congress would spend our
children and grandchildren’s money.
We would use their credit cards, put
the bills on their home mortgages so
that 30, 40, 50 years from now they
would be paying the bills for today.
And in 1994, with the Contract With
America, the Republican Party said
right out in front of this Capitol, just a
few steps from where I speak today,
this party said we were going to bal-
ance the budget by the year 2002.

We put a deadline on it to force ac-
tion, to force this to become a priority.
And this summer I am pleased that in
July we were able to pass legislation
that will do just that, make certain
our budget for this Nation balances for
the first time in a generation or longer.

I think that these efforts will ensure
that the best days of our Nation are
ahead for us and for our children and
succeeding generations. My wife Susan
and I are very proud parents of a 16-
month-old daughter, little Suzie. And
every night, as she is sleeping, I look in
and feel that it is our job to make cer-
tain that her future is better than the

ones that our parents handed to us.
Each generation wants to be given the
chance to give the next generation
hope and opportunity. That is what
balancing this budget is all about.

Now, the next great issue that we
face, and I believe it is one we have
talked about for a long time, but the
issue that we face and we need to move
forward on, much like the issue of the
balanced budget, is the issue of fun-
damental tax relief.

Now, I know, my colleagues, that
when we say those words at home, peo-
ple grab for their wallets. Because for
years when Congress talked about tax
relief and tax reform, what they really
meant was we want more of your taxes.
We are going to sit here in Washington
and tinker with that Tax Code a little
bit. And we will go home and say it is
better, but what folks know at home,
really, is that it makes their life more
complicated.

It is the reason why today 50 percent
of all taxpayers finds it necessary to
seek professional help, and I do not
mean psychiatric help. Some may feel
they need that in trying to deal with
that 5 million-word Tax Code, but 50
percent of Americans have to go to
H&R Block or to an attorney or an ac-
countant because of the complexity
and the confusion that that Tax Code
brings to them every year.

This, to me, is as important an issue
as balancing our budget. We set a dead-
line to get that done, to force the issue
to be resolved, and I think we can do
the same with the issue of fundamental
tax reform, sweeping tax reform. We
need to set a deadline. Just last week
we started that process. I filed legisla-
tion, H.R. 2483, that would set a dead-
line.

I use the analogy of my school years.
I know how it was when it came time
to study for an exam. It usually re-
sulted in me thinking about it the
night before the exam. And I see one of
our pages walking across the back of
this room nodding his ahead. Well, my
grades reflected that. I hope his do not.
But the fact is that we do need dead-
lines in life to force us to move and to
act.

By setting the deadline in H.R. 2483
for fundamental tax reform, I think we
will force this Congress and this coun-
try to come up with a better way in
which we can gain the revenue we need
to run the Government and the impor-
tant programs of the Government, but
do it in a way that does not force 50
percent of Americans to run off to H&R
Block or somebody else to get help in
putting together their taxes.

Now, I am pleased to report that
today, and it has just been a week and
a couple of days since we filed this his-
toric legislation, 2483, that 47 Members
of this Congress, this House, have
moved forward to cosponsor that legis-
lation. I am pleased with the fact that
just the day before yesterday, out in
front of the Capitol, Senator
BROWNBACK, the senior Senator from
the State of Kansas, announced that he

was putting his version of our legisla-
tion in before the U.S. Senate. So now
we have a bill in both Houses to sunset
the Federal Tax Code and to begin this
great debate.

I am pleased with the fact that this
is bipartisan legislation. In this House
both Republicans and Democrats are
sponsoring H.R. 2483. I am also pleased
that groups outside of the Congress
have already moved forward in support
of our legislation to sunset the Federal
Tax Code.

The most important group, in my
view, in America that deals with small
business and entrepreneurs, the Na-
tional Federation of Independent Busi-
nesses, on Monday launched a nation-
wide campaign in support of legisla-
tion, our legislation, to sunset the Fed-
eral Tax Code. They have decided they
are going to get a million signatures
across this country to bring here to
Washington to lay down in front of this
Capitol to say to Members of Congress
your constituents back home, Mr. Con-
gressman or Congresswoman, they
would like you to move forward on this
debate on sunsetting the Federal Tax
Code.

They have been joined, along with
the NFIB, Americans for Hope, Growth
and Opportunity, which is headed up by
Steve Forbes, who in the past few years
has raised the issue of a national flat
tax and tax reform to a national de-
bate. They have endorsed our proposal
as well as Americans for Tax Reform,
which is one of the most important or-
ganizations that have been fighting for
fundamental tax reform for a long,
long time now.

These organizations, along with peo-
ple across the country, have called in
to our office and offices across Capitol
Hill and are saying, yes, we want to
sunset that Tax Code, we want to begin
this debate on fundamental reform of
our Federal tax system. We want to do
for the Tax Code what Congress did
this year by balancing the budget; set
a goal, involve the American people in
that debate, and move this issue for-
ward.

Now, what exactly does H.R. 2483 do?
It is real simple. As a matter of fact, it
is probably one of the shortest pieces of
legislation in terms of verbiage we
could ever find. I even understand it. I
do not need to have people explain it to
me, which is a blessed relief in Wash-
ington to have something so short even
a Member of Congress can understand
it. But it is just this long. It is less
than a page of information.

And all it does is say, first, that the
Internal Revenue Code is sunsetted on
December 31, 2000. Three years from
this New Year’s Eve the entire Federal
Tax Code will come to an end. It re-
peals 96 of 99 chapters of that code.

I make this caveat. The only thing
we do not repeal in there are the provi-
sions relating to the financing of So-
cial Security and Medicare. I do not
want to touch those two systems. The
way we collect the revenue for those
two programs will not be touched by



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H8039September 26, 1997
our reform of the remaining part of the
Tax Code that deals with all the other
provisions.

We eliminate the overwhelming ma-
jority of the 5.5 million words in that
Tax Code and, frankly, eliminate the
need for most, if not all, of the 113,000
folks who work at the Internal Reve-
nue Service.

We will reduce the $200 billion cost of
tax compliance. What does that mean?
It means that folks every year spend in
our country $200 billion out of their
pockets every year to have somebody
help them prepare their taxes, keep
their records they need for their taxes,
get advice and consultation on how to
deal with this 5.5 million words Tax
Code. That is $200 million that families
will have to spend to set aside to put
for their college education of their
kids, maybe to take a vacation that is
long overdue, put a new roof on the
house, maybe some folks will use that
money, instead of preparing for the tax
man, to start a new business instead,
to create some new jobs in their busi-
nesses for other folks to be employed.
It is a lot better way to spend those
dollars than in complying with the 5.5
million-word Tax Code.

Now, I think these are important
steps forward, the opportunity to sun-
set this Tax Code, and then to begin a
great national debate, to involve citi-
zens from across the country in choos-
ing a new system of taxation.

Now, some, like Steve Forbes, or in
this Chamber our majority leader, the
gentleman from Texas, DICK ARMEY,
have proposed a flat rate income tax
that we could fill out on a postcard
about this size. We would put down our
income and a few basic deductions and
send it to Washington. We would not
need to fill out countless forms and
deal with countless bureaucrats or
countless Congressmen and women to
fill out our tax forms.

There is another alternative, pro-
posed by the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. BILL ARCHER, chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means, or the
gentleman from Louisiana, Mr. BILLY
TAUZIN, or the gentleman from Colo-
rado, Mr. DAN SCHAEFER, and they pro-
pose no income taxes or no business or
corporate taxes at all, just a national
sales tax.

Now, those are two good ideas. I am
sure there are many more out there
out across this country, and once peo-
ple realize we are serious about
sunsetting the Tax Code, I think we
will be flooded with good ideas, just as
we were during the balanced budget de-
bate on how we can move forward with
a better, fairer system of taxation in
this country.

But there is another reason to
change, and that is a fundamental phil-
osophical one. This current 5.5 million-
word Tax Code, which is enforced by
113,000 IRS folks, which is changed and
meddled with constantly by 535 Mem-
bers of Congress, this does more than
just cause inconvenience, it limits
other personal and economic freedom,

and it discriminates against children
and families and entrepreneurs.

The Tax Code encourages, as I men-
tioned, hundreds of billions of dollars
in tax costs of preparation and it also
incurs hundreds of billions of dollars in
the underground economy, which we
never find out about and which is never
taxed and the revenue is lost to the
Government.

I think most of all the complexity
and unfairness of the Tax Code leads
most folks back home to distrust the
Tax Code. I know when I hold town
meetings throughout the Finger Lakes
or western New York, in Buffalo or
Rochester or Syracuse, New York re-
gions, people come to me all the time
and say they do not believe in the sys-
tem; it does not work, this tax system,
and they lose their faith in a Congress
that has put this in place or a Govern-
ment that enforces it. We can change
all that.

If there has ever been a reason to
make change, all we have to do is walk
out of this Chamber and down to the
other body at the other end of this Cap-
itol and listen to the discussion that
has been going on in the committee
chaired by Senator BILL ROTH from
Delaware on the Senate’s Committee
on Finance, that has been holding
hearings this week, bringing in current
and former IRS agents and other ex-
perts who have been talking about the
abuses of this current system and how
it is unfair.

They have done it in the Senate, and
earlier this year Money magazine de-
voted a lot of attention to this issue.
And they have said that the Internal
Revenue Service says that they are
simply implementing the Tax Code
that Congress put in place. There is no
arguing the current code is too com-
plex, but any agency with the power of
the Internal Revenue Service needs to
be watched very, very closely. Whether
it is Money magazine or ‘‘60 Minutes’’,
the CBS show last Sunday night, or the
Senate hearings, they have been under-
scoring these kind of statistics, which
are frightening.

The fact is that more than 8 million
Americans a year receive incorrect tax
bills, incorrect tax billings from the In-
ternal Revenue Service.
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Or the refunds are incorrect because
of mistakes made by the IRS when en-
tering information in their computers.
That is 8 million wrong tax bills or re-
funds. That is as if every tax bill or re-
fund was wrong for all the taxpayers of
Alaska, Delaware, Hawaii, Montana,
Nebraska, Nevada, North Dakota,
South Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming;
10 States’ worth of wrong taxes or
wrong refunds sent out by our Govern-
ment. What kind of company in the
private sector would stay in business
very long with those kind of statistics?

The IRS has wasted more than $5 bil-
lion since 1986 in an effort to modernize
their computers. Just think of that,
they cannot even get a computer sys-

tem set up to handle all the informa-
tion that comes in. These are the kinds
of things that are concerning the tax-
payers across this country.

In fact, in a Money magazine nation-
wide poll, taxpayers believe the IRS
collection tactics are heavy-handed, in-
trusive, and outdated. As a matter of
fact, 34 percent of taxpayers who have
been audited said the IRS acted rudely
or were asked probing questions about
their lifestyles that had nothing to do
with their taxes.

My colleagues in this Chamber, you
know and I know, we hear it all the
time from our constituents, we do not
need a magazine to prove it. We do not
need ‘‘60 Minutes’’ to prove it. And
frankly, even though they are impor-
tant hearings, we do not need more
Senate hearings. What we need is ac-
tion.

I am pleased with the fact that the
IRS itself is starting to get the mes-
sage. In the Washington Post today the
headline is, ‘‘Beleaguered IRS An-
nounces Steps to Curb Abuses. Agency
Won’t Rank District Offices on Reve-
nue Collected Acting Chief Tells Sen-
ators.’’ In other words, they heard all
the testimony in the Senate, and the
IRS is rushing out to say, OK, we will
clean up our act.

It says, ‘‘The Internal Revenue Serv-
ice, battered by 3 days of Senate hear-
ings into agency abuse of taxpayers, of
its own employees, yesterday an-
nounced a series of steps to ease the
pressures that some IRS workers say
lead to the problems. The acting com-
missioner, Michael Dolan, told the fi-
nancial committee that they will stop
ranking their district offices based on
revenue collected.’’

What does that mean? What it means
is that they are admitting what we
know is the case, that there is in effect
quotas, that IRS employees are told,
‘‘You are going to be graded and
ranked.’’ The offices are, so the indi-
viduals clearly, it all adds up, are
ranked based on what they collect.
That means there is tremendous pres-
sure to collect more. Do not worry
whether or not it is fair or unfair, just
go out there and get those dollars and
make those seizures.

I do not think that is the way we
want our Government to work. But the
Acting Commissioner Michael Dolan
said, ‘‘I don’t come here,’’ to the Sen-
ate this is, the other body, ‘‘in denial.
The IRS is trying very hard to make a
priority of serving law-abiding tax-
payers.’’

My colleagues, that is an impossibil-
ity. The Acting Commissioner may be
going in doing a mea culpa, may be
going in and saying, ‘‘We are going to
make some changes,’’ but they are
temporary. They will not last. We get
this every few years we go through this
cycle. They cannot, because while the
vast majority of folks who work with
the IRS are good and honorable people,
they are caught in a system that is im-
possible to administer. They could not,
even with $5 billion, billion with a ‘‘B’’,



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH8040 September 26, 1997
develop a computer system to handle
this whole tax system. How in the
name of the good Lord could they ever
come up with a system that is going to
ensure that these kinds of abuses do
not occur in the future? They cannot.

When you have 51⁄2 million words in
the tax system administered by 113,000
people that have such great discretion
over their interpretation of those rules,
when you have 535 people in Congress
meddling in this, and by the way, I
would point out that we do our share to
make this system worse. During the
decade of the 1980’s, Congress changed
the tax law 100 times. The 1986 tax re-
form alone added 100 new forms to the
tax system. And even the things that
we did this summer which were good,
they were tax cuts, Money magazine
says one alone, capital gains changes
we made, will add 37 new lines to the
capital gains form.

So when we have got all this activity
going on, who loses? The taxpayer. The
system will never change. The IRS
Commissioner can be doing this in good
faith, saying, ‘‘We are going to try
harder.’’ It will not work. It is doomed
to failure. I predict that if 50 percent of
Americans today are seeking help fill-
ing out their tax forms, within the
next 2 years, that number will rise. It
will be 51 or 52 percent. More Ameri-
cans will be upset with the system.

The only solution is the solution that
moves this country forward to give
ourselves a better future, to open the
opportunity for the next millennium to
be better, the next 100 years in this Na-
tion’s history better than the last 100
years. As we enter the next millen-
nium, the next 1,000-year cycle, would
it not be wonderful to do so with a new
system of taxation in this country?

We began the early years of this cen-
tury putting in place the current Inter-
nal Revenue system, about 1913. My
bill will sunset it on the last day of
this century. We would have begun and
ended this century with the Internal
Revenue system we have today, and we
can begin the next century with the
new approach.

The logical question is: What ap-
proach do I favor and the sponsors, the
47 of us who sponsored this legislation
in the House, H.R. 2483? Some of us
make choices and take sides in the de-
bate: Should it be a sales tax or flat-
rate income tax or any other tax? I do
not. I think any system, just about any
system, is better than the one we have
today.

H.R. 2483 sunsets the code effective
December 31, 2000, protects Social Se-
curity and Medicare. We do not touch
the funding of those two systems. But
it gives the American people an oppor-
tunity that is all too rare in this coun-
try, one that we are trying to do more
of in this new Republican-dominated
Congress: Give them, the American
people, our employers, the opportunity
to be involved in changing the tax sys-
tem.

I am excited about this. I think this
is an opportunity for the Members of

this House and of the other body to
look at the American people and say,
we are going to shoot the gun to begin
the race. We set the goal line down
there, but we are going to let you de-
termine how that race is run.

We want the American people to
come forward with their ideas on re-
forming, fundamental reform of the
Tax Code. We want their ideas on
whether they support a flat-rate in-
come tax, a national sales tax, or some
other form of taxation. But the impor-
tant thing is beginning this debate and
this race.

I am hopeful that this Congress will
consider H.R. 2483 and our Senate com-
panion bill this year. If we do so, that
will give us 3 years to involve the
American people in this dialog on the
fundamental change we want to under-
take. It will also give us 3 years to pon-
der what kind of country do we want
moving into the next century.

Do we want one that is driven by
Washington-mandated dictates? Do we
want one where we in this Congress or
bureaucrats or Federal agencies deter-
mine outcomes for our families or our
businesses or our futures? Or, on the
other hand, would we rather have a
system of taxes that allows the great-
ness of this country to flow from the
American people, not from Washing-
ton, DC? Will we want a Tax Code that
allows entrepreneurs and small busi-
nessmen and women to achieve all the
success they want in their lives? Will
we have a system that will allow peo-
ple to employ their friends and their
neighbors and relatives and people
down the street in their businesses,
creating more hope and growth and op-
portunity across the country?

I think that this issue of fundamen-
tal sweeping tax reform, setting aside
the current Tax Code with a new sys-
tem of fairness, combined with our ef-
fort to balance the budget and to stay
the course on controlling wasteful
Washington spending, these will give
my little 16-month-old daughter Suzie
and children across this country like
her the opportunity to live and work in
what will again be in the next century
the great Nation that we have been in
this century.

There are many other challenges we
are going to face as a country. If we
can solve problems like the deficit that
we have been running up, address the
debt issue, which the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN] in this
Chamber is working so tirelessly to do
in his legislation to be able to pay
down our Nation’s indebtedness so we
are not burdening the future genera-
tions with that indebtedness that we
are running up today, and if we can
fundamentally change this Tax Code,
throw it out, come up with a system
that unleashes the greatness of this
country, I think the best days of this
Nation are truly ahead of us.

I look forward to working with my
colleagues as we see this issue to fru-
ition.

CAMPAIGN FINANCE SYSTEM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. SCARBOROUGH] is recognized
for 30 minutes as the designee of the
majority leader.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
want to just say that I support fully
the efforts of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. PAXON]. I certainly was hon-
ored to be at the press conference ear-
lier this week when we saw a man who
actually dared to look ahead to the
next century and dared to challenge
what the existing status quo is and say,
we can do better; we as a country can
demand more from our Government, we
can demand more from our tax collec-
tors, and we can prepare for the 21st
century now. And I think my colleague
has got a great idea.

I also want to comment, though, on
some statements that were made ear-
lier by our friends on the other side of
the aisle regarding what they claim are
their efforts to clean up the campaign
finance system.

We heard one after another come up
expressing shock and sadness over the
current state of the campaign finance
system. And it reminded me of an old
song that I used to listen to in the
1970’s. It was by the Stylistics, and the
song was called ‘‘Make Up To Break
Up.’’ I think we can adapt the music to
that song to something the Democrats
could sing, and they could call it
‘‘Make Laws To Break Laws.’’

I say that because here we have a
group of people that have profited from
what the New York Times, the Wash-
ington Post, the Los Angeles Times,
Newsweek have chronicled as perhaps
the greatest fund-raising abuses in the
history of this republic, who are now
trying to paint themselves as reform-
ers.

I do not fear new laws. I do not fear
a campaign finance overhaul. I think it
is good. I think it is good for us to re-
assess time in and time out what is
best for this country. But what I do
fear is the level of hypocrisy and dis-
ingenuousness that makes Americans
cynical about the type of government
that they have in Washington, DC.

Here we have an unprecedented abuse
of campaign finance laws by a group of
people who are now saying, ‘‘Let us
make some more laws,’’ instead of say-
ing, ‘‘Let us abide by the laws we al-
ready have on the books and hold those
people accountable that broke the law
in 1996.’’

The news people have told us sordid
tales about how the DNC, the Demo-
cratic National Committee, laundered
money through organizations and im-
properly used Federal agencies to help
in their reelection efforts. In fact, the
Washington Post, New York Times,
Newsweek, and others have told about
how the Democrats used the Energy
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Department improperly, the CIA im-
properly, the National Security Com-
mittee improperly, the Commerce De-
partment improperly, the FBI improp-
erly, the office of the Presidency im-
properly, the office of the Vice Presi-
dency improperly, the INS improperly,
and how they use other agencies im-
properly, also.

The New York Times took it a step
further this past week. In an editorial,
the New York Times wrote that nei-
ther Janet Reno nor the President
could any longer be trusted on the
issue of campaign abuse inquiries.
Why? Because the same newspapers
have reported that the DNC funneled
money to Teamsters; that the DNC
used the CIA, an agency that is sup-
posed to protect this country and not
get involved in politics, but the DNC
used the CIA to pressure national secu-
rity officials to let an international fu-
gitive into the White House for a fund-
raiser.

The Democrats wanted an inter-
national fugitive, who had already been
kept out of the White House by the Na-
tional Security Council, they wanted
to get them in by strong-arm tactics
on the CIA. This is absolutely incred-
ible. And yet, these same people are
now claiming that they are the cham-
pions of reform.

I am sure a lot of my colleagues have
heard about how the Democratic Na-
tional Committee in the White House
made phone calls from the White House
to raise money improperly, or how
they had all these coffees. The Demo-
cratic Senator in the hearing said that
he counted 103 fund-raiser coffees at
the White House. And yet, after the
Democrats first denied that it ever
happened and then said, ‘‘Well, we can-
not remember whether it happened,’’
next they said, ‘‘Well, maybe it did
happen. But even if it did happen, it
was not a violation of the law.’’ And
yet the Los Angeles Times reported
this morning that, in a bluntly worded
memo back in 1993, the White House’s
own attorney, the President’s chief
counsel, Judge Abner Mikva, in-
structed the White House officials that
it was illegal, that it was illegal to
make phone calls from the White
House, and that it was improper and il-
legal to raise money at the White
House.
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Now what do we see from the news
media, the TV news media? Because
there is a big difference. The print
media is actually following these sto-
ries and bringing it to the forefront,
but for some reason Dan Rather, Peter
Jennings, Tom Brokaw, and those on
the nightly news do not want to get it
out.

What are they telling us? What they
are telling us is this is an old law, this
is an old law like the Bill of Rights.
Those are old laws. The Magna Carta,
that one is an old law, too, but this law
is over 100 years old, so it certainly
cannot apply to the White House. Jee-

pers, this law is over 100 years old.
What does that have to do with any-
thing?

The President’s own attorney said in
1993 that it is illegal under this old law
to raise money at the White House,
that it is illegal for the Democrats to
urge fundraising calls at the White
House, that it is illegal for the Demo-
crats to have the President hold coffees
at the White House, illegal, illegal, il-
legal on all counts, according to the
President’s own attorney in 1993.

Why do we not hear that on the
evening news? Why do they instead
talk about how it is an old law that has
never been applied? I do not know why.
Why cannot the evening news and the
Democrats be as responsible as the New
York Times and the Washington Post
and the print media?

I mean certainly I understand the
Democrats, why they do not want all
these illegalities to get out, because
every one of them, every person that
sits in this Chamber and goes up to
that microphone, they got sent from
the Democratic National Committee,
profited either directly or indirectly
from these illegal activities. It is
chronicled in the New York Times,
Washington Post.

What I do not understand is why the
evening news and why CNN cannot re-
port it the way the print media has re-
ported it, and it has been this way from
the beginning.

I do not know what their agenda is, I
do not care what their agenda is, all I
care about is Americans are informed,
and if Americans in the end do not care
that their Government officials are
breaking laws and improperly using na-
tional security functions for their own
partisan purposes, then let Americans
have the government they deserve.

I have got to tell my colleagues, I do
not care whether a Republican does it
or whether a Democrat does it, if it is
illegal, they need to be held account-
able. And, speaking about Republicans,
I got to tell Members I was a little
bothered this past week when the Re-
publicans decided that they were going
to stop the hearings in the other Cham-
ber. They were just beginning to get in-
formation out about documents being
shredded, about the CIA improperly
being used, but some people have sug-
gested, and I hope it is not true, that
those Republicans were concerned that
the bright light of disclosure may also
have shone down harshly on them.

Let me tell my colleagues, if that is
the case, too bad, let it all out. Let us
examine the Democrats and the Repub-
licans and clean up the system. It is
the only way we are going to restore
confidence in this system.

Today the first speaker came on the
floor, and he came on the floor talking
about how the Democrats should be
congratulated for bringing the issue of
campaign abuses to the forefront. Con-
gratulated for what? I mean that is
like Marv Albert walking out after his
trial yesterday and saying, ‘‘Hey, I de-
serve credit for bringing sexual abuse

to the forefront.’’ Give me a break. It
is a joke. Who are they trying to fool?
What have they done to bring cam-
paign finance to the forefront?

Well, the New York Times wrote in a
headline on September 10, 1997, ‘‘Demo-
crats Scammed $2 Million To Aid Can-
didates, Records Show.’’ Another front
page article in the New York Times,
same day, says ex-party leader admits
arranging access but defends the inter-
ventions. Democrat tells Senate panel
he set up CIA session, and the GOP
press inquiry, says of a Democratic
Party contributor, ‘‘I think it is impor-
tant for us to recognize there are good
Democrats out there that do want to
contribute to the Democratic Party be-
cause they believe in what the party is
doing.’’

And that is fine. Those people should
not be afraid to contribute to the
Democratic Party in the future, but
unfortunately now they have to be
afraid of it because they unfortunately
were put in a money scheme where $2
million was skimmed of their money in
the wrong accounts. One Democratic
Party contributor who requested ano-
nymity said, ‘‘Whoever did this should
go to jail, this is illegal, and they knew
it.’’

Now what does the chairman of the
Democratic National Committee, Don-
ald Fowler, say before the committee?
He said, ‘‘I have no memory of any con-
versations with the CIA.’’ This was
talking about access for donors. So
that is one thing they did to bring
campaign abuses to the forefront.

Here is another thing they did that
they are so proud of to bring campaign
abuses to the forefront. This was in the
Washington Post on September 19, 1997,
where the headline says the United
States says that Carey aides used the
Democratic National Committee and
the AFL–CIO consultants, plead guilty
to funneling money to Teamsters’ re-
election campaign. And the Washing-
ton Post quotes in the body of this,
which I guess again Democrats are
proud to bring this to the forefront,
they say, ‘‘Both the DNC, the Demo-
cratic National Committee, and the
Clinton-Gore reelection committee
agreed to seek contributions to the
Carey campaign in exchange for Team-
sters’ donations to the DNC.’’ The
Washington Post.

That, my friends, that, Mr. Speaker,
is illegal. It is called money launder-
ing, and if they want to take pride in
that, so be it.

What else have the Democrats done
to bring campaign abuses to the fore-
front which they are so proud of? Well,
the New York Times, they chronicle in
their editorial about how the Demo-
cratic National Committee had an open
door for an international fugitive, and
this is what they wrote about this sor-
did tale of the Democratic National
Committee using improper influence
over the Committee on National Secu-
rity and the CIA to get international
fugitives into White House fund-rais-
ers. The New York Times wrote on Sep-
tember 19, 1997, ‘‘He was affirming that
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in the shadowy reaches of the inter-
national business world it was believed
accurately that during 1996 dubious en-
trepreneurs could buy White House au-
diences, particularly if they did not
quibble about the cost of a ticket.’’
And the New York Times went on to
write in their editorial, September 19,
1997, ‘‘that so many high level people
even took the party’s role into consid-
eration is one of the most shocking
lapses of judgment.’’

Mr. Speaker, some people might be
asking why am I on the floor talking
about this. This is not one of my top is-
sues. I am on Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight, but I
would not be down here if I had not
heard for a week people on the other
side of the aisle beating their chest in
self-righteous indignation about how
they were the only ones who cared
about campaign finance abuses. It is
absolutely ridiculous. There is no
moral equivalency here, there are no
editorials like this talking about ac-
cess being bought through national se-
curity people. This is an unprecedented
level of abuse in fundraising, and yet
these same people are trying to change
the subject. They are talking about
making new laws instead of keeping
the laws they already passed.

I got to say it would be like Princess
Diana’s driver coming back from the
dead, holding a press conference and
saying, you know what we really need
to do? We really need to lower the
speed limit in tunnels in Paris, or we
really need to toughen up the drunk
driver laws. Wrong. You need to abide
by the laws that are already on the
book. Do not try to change the subject.
Do not try to point fingers at some-
body else. Let us look at the issue be-
fore us, let us look at the laws already
on the book, let us look at the laws
been on the books for over 100 years
and just abide by those laws instead of
making new ones.

We have more things the Democrats
did that they are proud of bringing
campaign finance to the forefront. A
September 19 New York Times article
says, ‘‘Oilman Says He Got Access by
Giving Democrats Money.’’ OK. We had
our second speaker come on the floor
today talking about how anguished he
was that money bought access in com-
mittees in this House. Well, some of
them even gave $5,000, $10,000. What he
did not tell us was the rest of the story
about how he got dollars from special
interests pumped into campaigns
across the country from extremist
groups that wanted to write in their
own provisions in environmental legis-
lation.

What did this international fugitive
that got White House access improp-
erly say at the end of his experience?
He said, ‘‘I think next time I will give
$600,000,’’ because he was commenting,
he said $300,000 to get access but he
still did not get his pipeline. So his
only comment was, ‘‘I think next time
I will give $600,000.’’

We also have some more articles:
New York Times, Wednesday, Septem-

ber 10, an editorial. They say Mr. Fowl-
er’s selective memory—now he is the
chairman of the Democratic Commit-
tee, past chairman, and the editorial in
the New York Times quoted yester-
day’s testimony yet again, abuses that
occurred were solely the responsibility
of the Democratic Party and not the
White House. The guy wanted to say,
now that Mr. Fowler has spoken, the
committee needs to press further into
the White House’s role in running the
campaign. The President is under more
pressure than ever to step forward and
explain how he could have let the sys-
tem spin out of control. Also, those lei-
surely investigators at the Justice De-
partment need to explain why they are
so far behind the newspapers and this
Senate committee.

Now this is fascinating, talking
about how the Justice Department is
behind news reporters. Do my col-
leagues know we do not find out until
the Washington Post broke it on Sep-
tember 3 that the White House and the
Democratic National Committee has il-
legally shifted soft money into hard
money accounts? If we had known that
90 days ago, there would already have
been a special prosecutor today, but
the Attorney General has been saying
we cannot do it because we do not have
the information, and yet there was an
administrative bungling, some would
say an administrative coverup, at the
FBI and at the Justice Department.

We have to depend on news reporters
from the Washington Post and the New
York Times and the Los Angeles Times
and the Washington Times to get infor-
mation because our Government is fail-
ing us, and it is failing us because obvi-
ously there is such a close link between
the Justice Department and the White
House that they do not want to inves-
tigate their boss. I guess I can under-
stand that. I guess if people in my of-
fice were responsible for investigating
me, I might be a little worried. It does
not make sense. That is why the New
York Times and other newspapers
across America have been talking
about the need for the Attorney Gen-
eral to appoint a special prosecutor to
look into this.

In fact, the New York Times earlier
this week wrote, ‘‘Janet Reno and the
President can no longer be trusted to
look into these abuses.’’ And I think
that is a sad statement; I think things
have happened with this Attorney Gen-
eral that would even make John Mitch-
ell blush. Of course John Mitchell was
the Attorney General that covered up
for Richard Nixon, a Republican who
had quite a few fundraising abuses of
his own. And that is why we need inde-
pendents in Government, that is why
we need a third party, not a partisan
Republican, not a partisan Democrat,
but somebody on the outside that can
look into these abuses and see how
American democracy was subverted in
1996 by some of the shadiest practices
in the Democratic National Committee
that have ever, ever occurred in this
democracy.

I have a few more posters, Mr. Speak-
er, but two that I want to show I think
lie at the heart of this growing scandal.
One of them was just an absolutely
shameful episode where a former White
House official testified about the pres-
sure she received from the Democratic
National Committee and the CIA to let
an international fugitive in the White
House.
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In her testimony, she talked about
how Energy Department officials and
the CIA pressured her as a national se-
curity officer to let this international
fugitive in that was wanted for $3 bil-
lion in embezzlement.

What happened was the Democratic
National Committee went to the Na-
tional Security Council and said we
need to let this international fugitive
in the White House. The National Secu-
rity Council said ‘‘no.’’ This lady said
‘‘no,’’ and Sheila Heflin is her name,
and then the Democratic National
chairman hung up the phone, called
Bob, that is all he is identified as, Bob
at the CIA, and asked Bob to call the
National Security Council to tell them
to let this person in the White House.

The CIA called the National Security
Council and said, ‘‘go ahead, let this
guy in the White House.’’ And to her
credit, this White House official once
again said ‘‘no, this is improper.’’

We learned later about meetings be-
tween the international fugitive and
the chairman of the National Security
Council, or the chairman of the Demo-
cratic National Committee. And he had
a meeting with him and wrote down in
his notes ‘‘Go to CIA, Bob.’’ Wrote
down notes, ‘‘Call the CIA to get this
person in.’’

The New York Times wrote on Sep-
tember 18 testimony from Sheila Hef-
lin, and this is what she said, this ex-
White House official, who was pres-
sured by the CIA to let an inter-
national fugitive in the White House,
‘‘I was shocked. I said what the hell is
going on? Why are you guys working
with Fowler at the Democratic Na-
tional Committee?’’

It is absolutely unbelievable, and I
hope it is unprecedented. I do not know
if it is or not.

Now, what did the chairman of the
Democratic National Committee say to
these investigators when they had
notes that he wrote down saying ‘‘Go
to CIA, Bob’’?

What he said to them was, ‘‘I have no
recollection of talking to him.’’ Is that
not amazing? I have been thinking for
the past couple of weeks about bring-
ing a bill called the National Amnesia
Relief Act, because I really do think
there is something in Washington, DC,
that if you mix water, normal tap
water, with a subpoena, amnesia en-
sues. Because I have heard more people
on the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight come before our
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committee and say ‘‘I have no recollec-
tion of that event. I have no recollec-
tion. I have no recollection of that.’’
Everybody has been doing it.

That is their only defense. It is
shocking. It is sad. They know. They
know that Americans are not that
dumb, and I am surprised they con-
tinue to insult us.

This is a note that the chairman of
the Democratic National Committee
had on paper that was brought up at
the hearings. He wrote a note to him-
self. It is a simple note. It says ‘‘go to
CIA.’’ That is Democratic National
Committee Chairman Donald Fowler’s
handwritten note reminding himself to
use the CIA to intervene on behalf of
an international fugitive for Demo-
cratic Party fundraising.

Now, let me tell you something, Mr.
Speaker. If I was in a meeting with an
international fugitive and that inter-
national fugitive wanted to get into
the White House, and he asked me to
call the CIA, and I wrote down on a
note, ‘‘Go to CIA,’’ and then I went to
the CIA, and then I called the Commit-
tee on National Security, and then I
get this international fugitive into the
White House where I get him to give
$300,000 to the White House, I think I
would remember. But somehow in
Washington, DC, inside the beltway, if
you mix normal tap water with a sub-
poena, amnesia ensues.

‘‘Go to CIA.’’ It is pretty clear. ‘‘Go
to CIA.’’ That is so straightforward
that even somebody who graduated
from the University of Alabama like
myself can understand it. ‘‘Go to CIA.’’
That means improperly use your posi-
tion as Democratic National Commit-
tee chairman to go to the Central In-
telligence Agency to get an inter-
national fugitive an audience with the
President of the United States of
America for improper purposes.

Do not tell me you do not remember.
It is offensive to be told time and time
again about how these people do not re-
member how they may have broken the
law. It is offensive when we find out on
the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight that 900 Americans’ FBI
files were improperly obtained by the
White House staff by a man named
Craig Livingston and then have Craig
Livingston, Craig Livingston’s bosses,
and Craig Livingston’s supervisors tell
us that nobody knows who hired Craig
Livingston.

I remember, I was asking him, Mr.
Livingston, you said you always want-
ed to work at the White House, that
this was the dream of your life, right?
He said ‘‘yes.’’

So we asked him, when you got that
faithful call that morning that said,
Mr. Livingston, you are coming to
work at the White House, who called
you?

He said, ‘‘I cannot recall.’’
And then we asked the supervisor

who fired Mr. Livingston, who said he
was responsible for Mr. Livingston’s
actions. We said who hired Mr. Living-
ston, this man who improperly ob-

tained 900 FBI files? ‘‘I do not remem-
ber.’’

If it were not such a tragedy, you
know, it would be funny. But it seems
like everybody has sort of lost their
memory. They forgot who hired the
guy who improperly seized 900 FBI
files. They forgot that they wrote
notes telling them to go to the CIA,
the Central Intelligence Agency, to get
an international fugitive into the
White House. They forgot if they made
any phone calls, they do not think they
did, but maybe they made a phone call
or two from the White House and then
they find out they made 46 phone calls.
Oh, OK, maybe we made 46. They find
out they made over 100, and they say
maybe I made over 100 phone calls, but
they are not illegal. This is an old law.
But they forgot their own counsel in
1993, Abner Mikva, said it is illegal to
raise money?

The White House, it is time for peo-
ple’s memories to be restored. It is
time for America’s confidence in the
U.S. Congress to be restored. It is time
for America’s confidence in their Presi-
dent to be restored, and it is time for
America’s confidence in the judicial
system and in the Justice Department
to be restored. And the only way to do
that is for us to stop playing the type
of games that have been played this
week by people that are doing motions
to adjourn, to supposedly show how
much they care about these campaign
fundraising abuses, and instead demand
that the Attorney General do what she
should have done, according to the New
York Times, months ago, and get
somebody independent to go shake up
some of these people to get their
memories jarred so we can figure out
why, in the words of the New York
Times, access to the White House to
international undesirables was so prev-
alent during the 1996 campaign.

It does not matter if we are Demo-
crats or Republicans, liberals or con-
servatives, we have a responsibility to
ask the tough questions, even if we
may not like the questions. I ask my
friends on the other side of the aisle to
start doing that.

I guess my confidence in some of
these people calling for campaign fi-
nance reform maybe would be stirred a
little bit if I would have one Democrat
stand up and say, ‘‘yes, I too am con-
cerned.’’ But they are not doing it.
They are concerned about
stonewalling, and until they change
their concern, then I am afraid Amer-
ica will be worse for it.
f

A FLAWED TOBACCO SETTLEMENT
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. BAESLER] is recognized for
60 minutes.

Mr. BAESLER. Mr. Speaker, what I
want to talk about today is the to-
bacco settlement that was negotiated
between the several attorneys general
and several of the manufacturers of to-
bacco in the United States.

It was the intent of those negotiators
when the settlement was reached to
have Congress ratify the agreement
and put the settlement in place. How-
ever, the negotiators and the manufac-
turers made at least two strategic er-
rors in their discussion.

First, during the negotiations them-
selves, they did not include the con-
stituency necessary to bring this mat-
ter to the Congress for its consider-
ation. For instance, nowhere during
the period of time were the farmers in
Kentucky, North Carolina, Tennessee,
Virginia, and other tobacco producing
States represented at the table or rep-
resented at the negotiations.

Also left out of these discussions
were other members of the tobacco
family who depend on tobacco for a
major part of its revenues, such as con-
venience stores. For those who might
ask why convenience stores throughout
this country, between 20 and 28 percent
of their net profits comes from the sale
of tobacco products.

So the point I am making is it is not
responsible to suggest that Congress
will take the tobacco settlement as
proposed and pass it, because there is
no constituency in Congress for the
settlement, because the right people
were not all included when the discus-
sions took place.

Who do I talk about when I talk
about the tobacco family? In this Hall,
as in the other Hall across the build-
ing, tobacco is not a popular subject
with a lot of people. Throughout this
country, we are castigated annually,
monthly, by a lot of people, some peo-
ple know about us, some people do not.
But the tobacco family is much more
than the manufacturers. The tobacco
family in the State of Kentucky are
60,000 farms of the 90,000 who have al-
lotments. Those allotments usually are
less than 5 acres, unlike the large al-
lotments in North Carolina.

On these farms, practically for the
last 150 years, people have had part of
their income generated from the pro-
duction of tobacco. The tobacco family
also includes the farm implement deal-
ers. It includes the feed stores, it in-
cludes all the people in the small com-
munities. And in my district alone,
some 8 to 10 of the counties are most
dependent on tobacco that are in the
United States.

The tobacco family are the folks who
are trying to pay the taxes, not the
large manufacturers who are in the top
10 companies in the Nation or world-
wide, but small farms who might make
$3,000 or $4,000 a year to pay the taxes
or to maybe put their kids through
school.

So these folks were not represented
when this discussion took place. To
give you a comparison of what it
meant, since in early 1938 to 1940, to-
bacco farmers in this country have
been paid a total of $80 to $85 billion for
all their products put together. The to-
bacco settlement was for $368 billion
overnight. So it was proper that they
be there, but they were not.
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So for this settlement to come to

Congress, representing the tobacco
farmer and the tobacco family, there
are certain things that have to be in-
cluded before I and many other people
who represent the farmer will even
talk about it or definitely would even
think about supporting it.

First of all, in Kentucky it is manda-
tory that the program of tobacco be
maintained. Throughout this country,
different people think different things
about the program. They say why
should the Federal Government be in-
volved in subsidizing tobacco. The gov-
ernment is not involved in subsidizing
tobacco for many, many years. What
the program means in tobacco, particu-
larly means, is you regulate in burley
tobacco or dark-fired tobacco in Ken-
tucky or flue-fired in North Carolina,
you regulate how much can be sold,
and you put a base or a floor on the
price for which it is sold. That is what
the program is.

When the manufacturers do not buy
the tobacco during the marketing sea-
son, then the tobacco goes into a pool
that is maintained, and that pool of
stocks is then sold over the period of
years to other buyers throughout the
world.

Any cost to maintain that pool is
paid for by an assessment against the
tobacco farm and the manufacturers.
The Government has no role in that
whatsoever. So we say why should the
program be maintained? Why do you
care?

As I indicated earlier, in Kentucky
there are 60,000 farmers that have al-
lotments. Each one of these allotments
has a monetary value for their farm. If
I buy a farm in Kentucky of 100 acres
and if it has 10,000 pounds of tobacco, a
quota, that means I can easily antici-
pate that I might pay a great portion
of the payment on an annual basis out
of the tobacco.
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Without the program, I have no mon-
etary value attached to the tobacco,
because anybody can raise it.

The second reason, other than just to
keep the price paid to the farmer up,
which is important, for those folks in
this country who do not like our prod-
uct and who suggest that we should not
even be in the business, they say, why
should we be involved in the program?
Well, I suggest to my colleagues, Mr.
Speaker, that with the price of the
product up, the folks who are
antitobacco would suggest, well, that
might mean the consumption then
would go down, because the cost would
be higher.

So on this issue on the program for
tobacco in the settlement, it is inter-
esting, but we will have several dif-
ferent constituencies that are not al-
ways together supporting this issue.
Those who do not like tobacco, are
antitobacco suggest, well, we need to
keep the program because we have to
control its production, and we have to
keep the price higher, and only with

the program can we have certain con-
trols on what is put on the tobacco,
what type of chemicals and so forth,
because it would just depend on the to-
bacco from out of the United States,
and we cannot do that.

So the program is essential. The pro-
gram is different in different States. In
flue-cured it is acreage versus pound-
age; in burley in Kentucky it is basi-
cally poundage; and in other parts of
Kentucky it is basically acreage. So for
any settlement to come here, it is im-
perative that we have a program, be-
cause without a program, what will
happen?

No. 1, the price of tobacco will drop
substantially to the manufacturer.
Rather than pay $1.90-something per
pound for burley tobacco in Kentucky
in November, the manufacturer will be
able to pay $1.50, $1.40, next year $1.20.
What does that mean? It means that
people in the tobacco business, espe-
cially tenants, could not raise it at all,
because they only get 60 percent in
some cases, 50 percent in others, and
their expenses are not going down. So
we would put that whole part of the to-
bacco family out of business.

The second thing we would do is we
would basically turn over all the to-
bacco production to large corporate
farms or even the manufacturers them-
selves. I suggest, Mr. Speaker, that
those folks who have a problem with
our industry would have a bigger prob-
lem if that were the case.

Another reason, when we talk about
what is going to have to be involved in
the settlement, is our quotas must be
maintained. This year in Kentucky we
have nine hundred million dollars
worth of pounds of burley we can sell
throughout this country; $900 million
for Kentucky alone, the largest de-
mand we have had in history, contrary
to what some people think.

If we maintain our quotas at a cer-
tain level and our prices at a certain
level, then the part of the tobacco fam-
ily that is on the bottom of the food
chain, which is the farmer, and keeping
in mind that on a pack of cigarettes,
whether we like them or not, if they
are $1.50, $1.75, I do not know what they
are, $1.50 or so, the tobacco farmer only
gets 3 cents of that. The tobacco farm-
er is on the bottom of the food chain.

So it is imperative that we maintain
the quotas and the allotments and the
acreage that these farmers presently
are allowed to grow, because if any set-
tlement comes to this floor that wants
to cut that, then we are basically going
to hurt the farmer to benefit other
folks in the tobacco family like the
manufacturers, and we cannot allow
that to happen.

Another thing that has to happen
ties to the program. That is, the price
has to have a level it has had similar to
today. One would say, why should we
guarantee that? For the reasons I indi-
cated earlier. It keeps the price of ciga-
rettes up; it allows the tobacco family
to continue to produce tobacco; and in
a lot of my communities throughout

this State, in the State of Kentucky,
the communities themselves could not
stand the devastation economically of
what would happen if tobacco was no
longer present.

So any settlement that comes for-
ward must have the program in place
with a level of production and guaran-
teed purchases from the manufactur-
ers, because really the government will
have nothing to do with this, it will be
the manufacturers who will have to
guarantee the purchases and at a price
similar to what it is today. If that hap-
pens, then we have an opportunity to
discuss it.

Now, regarding the quotas, it is im-
perative that our quotas in burley,
flue-cured and dark-fired others be tied
to the world market global sales, not
just domestic market. Those folks in
this country will admit, and I think I
would share the opinion, that domestic
sales are going to go down. None of us,
whether we are a tobacco farmer like
myself or like the other 60,000 farms in
Kentucky, think we ought to try to en-
courage sales to underage young men
and women. The sales to underage
folks should be vigorously attacked
and try to be prevented. We know by
doing that, and it is proper to do it,
that domestic sales will go down. At
the same time, global sales are going
to go up.

It is interesting to note that prob-
ably more people use tobacco products
in Red China than live in the United
States. So when we are talking about
our quotas and our price from a farm-
er’s perspective, we want to tell the
manufacturers particularly that we
want to make sure if international
sales go up, which they will, then we
want to make sure our quotas reflect
that.

One might say, Mr. Speaker, why do
that? We want to get out of the busi-
ness. Well, folks, there are 90-some-
thing countries that produce tobacco,
26 of them export it, and we are not
even the largest. In Kentucky alone we
raise burley tobacco in one part and
dark-fired in the other. In the burley
industry, we raise only 30 percent of
the burley tobacco produced worldwide.
Flue-cured raises only 20 percent. So
the point I am making is, whether we
are in the business or not, somebody is
going to sell it to the other folks.

My argument all along has been
never try to defend tobacco as healthy.
It is not healthy. Nicotine is addictive.
But there has not been one suggestion
on this floor, to my knowledge, or even
on the Senate floor, that we ban the
sale of cigarettes, not one. We tried
prohibition in the early 1920’s, and it
did not work, and nobody has ever sug-
gested that.

My point is, if one is going to sell it,
if it is going to be on the counters, I
want my Kentucky farmers to have a
portion of it, whether it is dark-fired or
whether it is burley.

Why is it going to be sold? Well, for
selfish reasons, probably. There are $12
billion excise taxes generated on the
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sale of tobacco throughout this coun-
try. Most States that are involved in
the lawsuits against all of the tobacco
companies receive more money from
excise tax on the cigarette sales and
tobacco products than in incurring
Medicaid costs. Let me repeat that.
Most States today receive more money
from the excise tax on tobacco prod-
ucts than they incur in Medicaid costs.

So there is going to be no movement
to ban the sale, and if all Kentucky
farmers are out of business tomorrow
morning, North Carolina farmers are
out of business tomorrow morning,
when you go down to the convenience
store Monday morning, you will find
the same number of cigarettes on the
counter and probably more health
problems, because it is going to come
from the foreign nations with less reg-
ulations than us. And all we have done,
if so be it, to put the American farmers
out of the business, the Brazilian and
Africans and Argentines will love us,
because they can sell the products and
not us. So that is why, when we talk
about quotas and settlement, the
quotas of the American farmer must be
tied to global sales.

Some people will say we cannot do
that because of the GATT Treaty or
this treaty or that treaty. That is often
an excuse to hide behind. From our
perspective, if we do that, then we can
bring the settlement to the floor for
discussion with the support of the to-
bacco family. If not, we will not sup-
port it, because we will be like an ele-
vator going downhill, which will be un-
fair because the manufacturers at that
point can move out of country and sell
the same number of cigarettes they
could from inside the country, and only
the farmer, the person on the low end
of the food chain, will be the one hurt.

The third part of any settlement has
to be that all costs of the program that
people believe are incurred by tobacco
must be paid outside the government.
Right now, even though we have a no-
net cost system, when a farmer goes to
the ASCS office or the FSA office, as it
is now called, in Kentucky and North
Carolina and other places, they go
there to get service. Some people say,
well, we should not have let the clerk
or the assistant there help you farm-
ers. Help other farmers, do worry about
what everybody else sells, but if you
walk in that office and talk to that
person about your business, they
should not help you because you are a
tobacco farmer. It is not fair. That is
what we hear here all the time, and it
costs a certain amount of money,
about $14 million a year.

Another thing we hear all the time
lately is if hurricane whatever comes
in off the coast and knocks out your
crop, or you get hail damage or what-
ever damage and it wipes out your crop
in Kentucky, by the way, you should
not be able to get crop insurance from
the Federal Government. Everybody
else should, but you should not because
you are a tobacco farmer. Again, the
lower person on the totem poll getting

hurt the most because of why? Because
of the anger at the manufacturer; not
the farmer, but the anger at the manu-
facturer. But they are coming to get
us.

So those costs each year, we pay for
crop insurance. Some years, when we
have large hurricanes in North Caro-
lina, a number of them rather, we have
disease hitting Kentucky, it might be
that the cost we pay does not cover
what you have to pay out, so we have
a deficit in the insurance program.
Some people say, well, we should not
have that; we are in tobacco. Never
mind that when we have floods every-
place else, and everybody else is paid,
but not tobacco. But, saying that, let
us remove that cost.

So part of this settlement, we need to
have an assessment, which I am sure
will be agreeable to the manufacturers,
that they themselves would pay the
losses we have on insurance and the ad-
ministration costs we have. Then we
could remove the discussion of tobacco
from this Chamber, because the only
people to get hurt in this Chamber, re-
cently on the discussion of tobacco, is
going to be the farmer, not the manu-
facturer, the farmer, and that is unfair.

So when we talk about the settle-
ment, we need to maintain the pro-
gram, we need to make sure that
quotas and allotments are tied to the
global sales, and we need to make sure
that any costs associated with the pro-
gram are assumed by the manufacturer
in order that we can remove this dis-
cussion from here, because a lot of peo-
ple at home do not have time to ex-
plain their votes because they are not
really protecting big tobacco, they are
trying to protect the farmer, but they
just do not have time to explain, be-
cause nobody would believe them.

The fourth thing we have to have is
immunity, and why would we say that?
Well, the manufacturers want this set-
tlement for immunity, I understand.
At some point somebody is going to try
to go all the way down to the food
chain to the farmer. I do not know
how; we do not have anything to do
with the manufacturing or the process-
ing, we just grow it. Some people in my
State look at me as being the only to-
bacco farmer here in Congress, and say,
well, how could you grow such a thing?
One of these days somebody might try
to sue us if you are growing it. So if we
are going to throw immunity around,
let us throw it at the farmer and all
the people associated with it: the ware-
housemen, the farmer and other people
in the tobacco business, and that
should be the fourth thing.

Let us talk about in case we are put
out of business. Lately there has been
a lot of discussion here, and what is
probably the most arrogant statement
I hear in tobacco country is from out-
siders: Why do we not help you folks
get in some other kind of business? I do
not think it is arrogance because of
meanness, I think it is arrogance be-
cause people do not have the foggiest
idea what our business is.

Tobacco in Kentucky, as I indicated
earlier, on small farms, 2 acres, 1 acre,
2 acres of tobacco will basically bring
about 5,000 pounds of tobacco. Five
pounds of tobacco could net you close
to $4,500 a year if you raise it yourself.
If somebody else raises it for you, they
would make about $2,000, or a little
less. If a tenant raises it, they have all
the cost, some of the revenue, they
would make about $2,000, a little less.
So if anybody tells us, let us help you
do something else; after 200 years of
raising this, help us do something else.

If you knew the terrain of Kentucky,
you would find out that you cannot run
combines over hills that go up and
down or go down in the valley for 2
acres. You cannot raise vegetables and
compete with people in California who
have been doing it for years; you can-
not get that kind of return. To assume
that a Kentucky farmer would not do
something else if they could make
more money is arrogance, because Ken-
tucky farmers are not dumb. They
want to make more money with the
least labor and least exposure as any-
body else does.
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So they tell us, ‘‘We will put you in
some other business. We will retrain
you.’’ That is arrogance, especially
when we consider that the same people
that want to retrain us do not want to
take tobacco off the counter. They
want to leave it on the counter to be
sold in their State, because their State
generates $600 million worth of excise
tax, and they want the Brazilians to be
able to grow the tobacco, or the Afri-
cans, not the Americans. So do not in-
sult us and suggest that, do something
else, it will all work out. It will not
happen.

It is ironic, if we walk around this
Capitol, walk around it with somebody
who knows about tobacco, we will find
out, probably to the chagrin of many
folks here, that the tobacco leaf is
commonly displayed throughout this
Capitol because it used to be the cur-
rency of this country.

So when we talk about what we are
going to do with the farmer in case
things go bad, do not give us the sug-
gestion, ‘‘Get out of the business now,
we are going to help you do something
else.’’ What we need to do, though, is
understand that tobacco in the commu-
nities can be essential, as are other
things in other communities.

If we are going to enter into a pro-
gram whereby the demand will decline
and is going to be down, down, down,
down, and if there is some way we want
to say, OK, we want to get our Amer-
ican farmers out of the business, for
some reason, I have never understood
why, especially if we are going to have
it sold anyway, then we have to make
provision for the communities and the
farmers.

What are we talking about for the
farmers? It is interesting, on the other
side of this building not too long ago a
Senator said, ‘‘I want to buy these
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farmers out. I want to give them $8 a
pound for their tobacco.’’ A lot of my
farmers in Kentucky run around and
said, ‘‘Where is that $8? Where is that
line? I want to get into it. I want to
find it.’’ Some people threw around $14
a pound. Buy me out. Buy me out to-
morrow. Keep in mind, they did not say
we are going to do away with tobacco.
They just said we are going to buy out
Kentucky farmers, North Carolina
farmers.

I tell my farmers in Kentucky, I say
when people talk about buyouts, you
had better ask a couple of questions,
four or five questions, actually.

No. 1, what are they going to pay
you, $8 a pound? $14 a pound? Now, if
they pay you that, is it taxable? The
Members know it is, 20-some percent.
We are already down to $6 a pound, are
we not?

By the way, who do you have to share
it with? What about the tenant farmer
who does not have a quota? In a pro-
gram I had the other day, the first per-
son to stand up was a 22-year-old ten-
ant farmer on no quota, no quota, but
had his equipment. What are we going
to have him do, park his tractor at the
barn? He would get nothing, nothing,
after his investment.

We have to ask the question, does $8
have to be shared with different peo-
ple? Should there not be a program for
folks in the tenant farmer area?

What about the lessee in tobacco
country? We have those who lease to-
bacco from other people. Should the
lessor get all the money, or should the
lessee get part of it, because that is
who is doing the producing? These are
all questions.

Is it going to be paid in installments,
by the way? Some fellow stood up and
said, ‘‘I would like to take my $8.’’ I
said, ‘‘Fine. Do you want to go here to
this settlement? Twenty-five years, get
paid $8 a pound over 25 years?’’ These
are questions a farmer has got to ask
throughout Kentucky, throughout
North Carolina, before we jump at
what somebody might offer.

The next thing we have to ask,
‘‘What do I have to give up for my $8 a
pound? Do I give up the program? What
does that mean?’’ What it means, they
give me $8 a pound. If I have 100,000 or
50,000 pounds of tobacco, I get $400,000.
It sounds like a lot. It is a lot. But it
means next year, can I raise tobacco
still?

Some people suggest, ‘‘Sure, if you
want to raise it, it does not make any
difference, we are going to pay you and
let you raise it.’’ That sounds nice. But
to our farmers, it is fine for the person
who owns it, maybe, but the person
who does not own it, they cannot raise
it at $1.30 a pound. They cannot grow
tobacco. So they are going to be out of
business.

Do you have to give up the program?
The question the farmers need to ask
throughout Kentucky, North Carolina,
every place else, ‘‘If I take this buyout
somebody is throwing out, first of all I
do not know why they are throwing it

around, but if I take it, how much,
what do I give up? Can I raise it for my
own? Can my kids raise it? What is
going to be the decrease in value of my
farm?’’

You have to ask, ‘‘What other costs
might I have to incur?’’ Because right
now the program pays the people who
grade the tobacco, what quality it is,
what goes on the market, how is it
sold. The program involves all that
cost now and makes it pay. Farmers
pay it. Are they going to have to pay
more? These are questions the farmers
are going to have to ask.

The other thing is, how are the other
members of the tobacco family im-
pacted? The farmer has to say, ‘‘Do you
care how they are impacted? How
about the fertilizer salesman down the
road? How about the fellow who sells
tractors? What about the person who
sells a seed, or about the labor, who the
only place they work in the summer is
tobacco? How are they going to be im-
pacted?’’

The point I am making is when farm-
ers are told they are going to have buy-
outs, or people up here in Washington
keep on saying, ‘‘Let us just make it
easy, let us buy them out,’’ they are
doing a disservice. They are doing a
disservice because, Mr. Speaker, they
are not answering the questions, they
are not putting out a program that is
clear. They are making everybody in
Kentucky think all they have to do is
line up at the FSA office and get their
check. That is not going to happen.

What we need to be doing is trying to
see how we are going to preserve the
ability of people in Kentucky and
North Carolina, Virginia and other
places, to grow this product, since it is
going to be on the counters, anyway.

We, Mr. Speaker, should not be try-
ing to export an industry that in Ken-
tucky alone this year will generate $1
billion to somebody else. We should not
keep on wanting to throw in the towel
and say, ‘‘Kentucky farmers, go home.
Quit. Park your tractors. Park your
wagons. Forget about it. Let the Bra-
zilians have it. No, Kentucky farmers,
we are not going to take tobacco off
the counters. We just want you out of
the business.’’

When somebody comes down here in
this well and makes a motion or files a
bill, files a bill to say we are going to
ban the sale of cigarettes in the United
States of America, then we talk about
buyout. Then we talk about other
things.

Because that same individual is
going to have to tell every State in the
Union when they do that, ‘‘By the way,
California, you are going to have to
find $600 million more, plus, a year rev-
enue.’’ ‘‘By the way,’’ some of the west-
ern States who are paying for edu-
cation with tobacco products’ excise
tax, ‘‘you are going to have to find so
many more millions of dollars worth of
revenue.’’

When they come down and they file
that bill, then we will stand up and
talk about how we are going to take

Kentucky farmers out of the business.
But until that happens, there is a cer-
tain arrogance about the fact that they
want to tell our farmers to quit doing
what they have been doing for 150
years, because they do not like us.

Now, I suggest, Mr. Speaker, that
throughout this country there are dif-
ferent industries that have different
problems internationally, different
problems healthwise, whatever; none
more pronounced, obviously, than to-
bacco; none on peoples’ lips, obviously,
than tobacco in this Chamber, about
who they do not like.

But in Kentucky, we are talking
about 60,000 farms out of 90,000. One in
five people who work in Kentucky have
some connection with tobacco. I am
not talking about the manufacturers, I
am not talking about the people, the
top 10 international businesses in the
world. I am talking about farmers who
work at factories, farmers who teach
school, farmers who do other things,
and then they go home at night to the
tobacco crop. I am talking about peo-
ple who put their kids through school.
That is who I am worried about. The
manufacturers can take care of them-
selves.

But if we sit in this Chamber and
keep on trying to suggest we are going
to roll the people at the bottom of the
food line out of the business, it bothers
me. We are not going to solve the
health problem when we run our farm-
ers out of business. In fact, we are cre-
ating a more serious health problem,
because the tobacco that is going to be
imported into this country will not
have the regulations, not have the su-
pervision that ours has. It will be
bought at cheaper prices. Right now in
Africa you can buy a pound of tobacco
for less than a dollar. Manufacturers
cannot. In Kentucky they are going to
have to pay $1.90. Which ones do Mem-
bers think they would rather buy?

So, to conclude, Mr. Speaker, the to-
bacco settlement created a lot of dis-
cussion, but it was flawed from the be-
ginning. It did not have everybody at
the table. It definitely did not have the
people most affected by this at the
table, which are the farmers and the
families of the farmers and the commu-
nities which the farmers serve and live
in.

Until that is corrected, and until we
understand how we need to remove this
discussion from these Halls for an in-
dustry that has been here a long, long
time, that does have problems, that no
doubt does have some health problems
attached to it, then that settlement
should never be placed on the table in
this Chamber because it is not worthy
of discussion.

I find it appalling that a lot of people
are criticizing Congress for not taking
it up, not taking it up. They should
save that criticism when they have the
discussion to say who all should we
have involved here, so if we get a set-
tlement, then we have a constituency
to support it.

In conclusion, I want to say this. We
know in tobacco country we are not
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popular in Washington. We know out-
side tobacco States very few people
like us, even though there are 30 mil-
lion people that smoke. We know that
if we take a vote in here, most of the
time we could very well lose because of
what has happened throughout the
country, a lot of it out of our hands; a
lot probably brought on, justifiably, by
certain testimony that has happened
here in the House that I cannot defend.

But we further know that in Ken-
tucky alone, we are going to sell 700
million pounds of tobacco this year,
this year; 700 to 800 million pounds we
will sell at $1.90 a pound. Math would
teach me that that is close to $1.5 bil-
lion that is going to be turned over sev-
eral times.

The question I ask, Why should we
not, if we are going to have this prod-
uct on the counter, which we are, why
should we not let Kentuckians sell it,
and North Carolinians, and Virginians
sell it? That is what it is all about.
They do not have to like us, but they
need to understand that I think in this
country it is best that we take care of
our own, than try to export an industry
that is so vital to us for the last 200
years.

We will be the first to acknowledge
we have health problems. We know
that. But that is not the issue. The
issue is, if you are going to sell it, we
should grow it and we should provide
it, not folks from outside this country.
f

IN PREPARATION FOR HEARINGS
IN THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERN-
MENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. HORN] is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, what I want
to discuss today is some of the reac-
tions that we have found on the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight as we prepare for witnesses
at the forthcoming hearings. What
Members see here and they will see in
the next few minutes is 58 witnesses
seem to be unavailable. We are going
to break down, where are they.

Eleven of these witnesses have sim-
ply fled the country. Let us take them
one by one. Charlie Trie. He was last
seen in Beijing, China; a former
restauranteur, old friend of President
Clinton, who tried to give $640,000 in
suspicious contributions to the Presi-
dent’s legal expense fund.

Now, we cannot seem to find him.
The U.S. Government cannot seem to
find him. The Chinese Government can-
not seem to find him. It is dubious
whether the last two entities have even
sought to find him. But Tom Brokaw,
of NBC Nightly News, they can find
him. Of course, the Government, with
all the law enforcement forces avail-
able to them, with the CIA, the FBI, all
the rest, they cannot seem to find him.

Pauline Kanchanalak in Thailand
had $235,000 in Democratic National

Committee contributions returned be-
cause she could not verify that she was
the source of that money.

Then there is Ming Chen, a business-
man in Beijing, China. He runs the new
Ng Lap Seng’s restaurant business in
that city. He is the husband of Yue
Chu.

Agus Setiawan, Indonesian employee
of Lippo, that is a major firm in Indo-
nesia, who signed many of the checks
to the Democratic National Committee
drawn on Lippo affiliates. Of course,
that is a violation of the law, neither
corporate money nor money from non-
U.S. citizens.

Dewi Tirto, John Huang’s secretary
when he worked for Lippo, now be-
lieved to be in Indonesia.

Subandi Tanu Widjaja, in Indonesia,
gave $80,000 to the Democratic Na-
tional Committee for a dinner with
Clinton which may have come from
wire transfers from his father-in-law,
Ted Sioeng, who lives in China.

Arief and Soraya Wiriadinata, an In-
donesian couple who gave the Demo-
cratic National Committee $450,000
after the receipt of a half-a-million-
dollar wire from Soraya’s father, a co-
founder of the Lippo Group, a promi-
nent major corporation in Indonesia
and throughout much of the Asian
area.

b 1545

John H.K. Lee, South Korean busi-
nessman, president of the Cheong Am
Inc., Democratic National Committee
had to return $250,000 to Cheong Am.

Antonio Pan, ex-Lippo executive,
friend of Charlie Trie and John Huang,
who delivered cash to individuals for
conduit payments. And, of course, we
have obviously traced where they went
to here, here, here, and here and just
mysteriously ended up in various bank
accounts for sort of a little overnight
session and then off to the committee.

And lastly of the group here who
have fled, Ted Sieong, father of Jessica
Elnitiarta, who donated $100,000 to the
Democratic National Committee. He is
reportedly connected to the Chinese in-
telligence community.

Now, we also have witnesses who
have left, besides the ones that have
left the countries, there are 11 foreign
witnesses that have refused to be inter-
viewed by investigators in those coun-
tries where they are now located, con-
veniently, presumably out of the reach
of American congressional subpoenas
or, if there is a special counsel, out of
the reach of the special counsel’s sub-
poenas.

Now, those individuals, again an-
other 11, are the following: Stanley
Hoe, wealthy Macao businessman, asso-
ciate of Ng Lap Seng.

Suma Ching Hai, head of a Taiwan-
based Buddhist cult that tried to fun-
nel foreign contributions to President
Clinton’s legal expense trust through
Charlie Trie.

Roy Tirtadji, Indonesian managing
director of the Lippo Group, sent John
Huang a laudatory letter for his efforts

in money raising for the Democratic
National Committee.

John Muncy, executive vice president
of the Hong Kong Chinese Bank owned
by the Riadys, major family in Indo-
nesia and the Chinese Government.

And then there are the three Riadys,
Mochtar, Stephen, and James. They
are members of a very rich Indonesian
family. Mochtar is the father of Ste-
phen and James, and they own the
Lippo Group, about which the news-
papers and television stories on this in-
vestigation feature rather promi-
nently.

They visited the White House dozens
of times. They did not go through on
the early morning congressional tour
where you see the china and you look
at the East Room and the Red Room
and the Green Room. They got up-
stairs. They were able to sit down with
the President of the United States and
they have contributed hundreds of
thousands of dollars to the Democratic
National Committee, all illegal.

And then there is Ng Lap Seng, Mr.
Wu, Macao businessman whose com-
pany wired $900,000 to Charlie Trie
while Trie made large contributions to
the Democratic National Committee.

Then there is Ken Hsui, a Taipei, Tai-
wan businessman who attended a July
30, 1996 dinner with President Clinton
and gave the Democratic National
Committee $150,000. He has dual United
States-Taiwanese citizenship.

Then there is Eugene Wu, Taiwanese
businessman, coowner of California’s
Grand Sunrise, Inc. He attended the
July 30, 1996 dinner with President
Clinton.

James Lin, Taiwanese businessman,
coowner of California’s Grand Sunrise,
Inc. He also attended the July 30, 1996
dinner with the President.

Now, that sort of rounds out the 11
witnesses who have left the country
that we cannot seem to get our en-
forcement agencies to find, or the co-
operation of foreign governments to
turn them over to us; and 11 foreign
witnesses who have refused to be inter-
viewed by the respective investigative
bodies within their own country.

Now we get to the 36 House and Sen-
ate witnesses who are asserting their
fifth amendment rights. These are es-
sentially many U.S. citizens here, obvi-
ously. Now, let us go over them.

John Huang, very active in this
whole setup, conspiracy you might say,
former Democratic National Commit-
tee fundraiser, former Commerce De-
partment official, cleared for top-se-
cret, who just happened to go to an of-
fice outside the Commerce building and
make telephonic reports back to Indo-
nesia after he was briefed by some of
the highest intelligence people in the
country. And we would like to find out
just what was he sending.

Now, he is a Lippo Group employee.
He solicited more than $1 million in
questionable contributions.

Then there is Jane Huang, wife of
John. Her name appears on the Demo-
cratic National Committee documents
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as a solicitor of some Democratic Na-
tional Committee donations while
Huang was at Commerce.

Then, of course, there is Mark Mid-
dleton, former White House Deputy
Chief of Staff, who became an inter-
national businessman. He worked with
the Riadys and Trie to deliver the
bacon.

Maria Hsia, Taiwan born consultant
who helped Huang organize the temple
fundraiser. That was the one that Vice
President GORE attended.

Manlin Foung, sister of Charlie Trie,
was given thousands of dollars to do-
nate to the Democratic National Com-
mittee in her name by Charlie Trie.
Busy person.

Joseph Landon, Manlin Foung’s
friend, was given thousands of dollars
to donate to the Democratic National
Committee in his name by Charlie
Trie.

David Wang made a $5,000 contribu-
tion to the Democratic National Com-
mittee at Trie’s request.

Nora and Gene Lum, a fundraising
couple who pled guilty to various viola-
tions of Federal election laws.

Webster Hubbell, one of the closest
associates of the President of the Unit-
ed States, Rose law firm senior partner
in Little Rock during the 1970’s and
1980’s, former Associate Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States, one of the
most powerful positions in any admin-
istration, and he, of course, is now a
convicted felon who received hundreds
of thousands of dollars from Lippo
after leaving the Justice Department.

Why did somebody pay him hundreds
of thousands of dollars after he left?
Why did people pay him after he was in
prison? Are they trying to shut some-
body up? And who are they that is
doing the payments?

Well, Mr. Hubbell has asserted his
constitutional right to take the fifth
and not give us the answers to those
questions.

Then there is Hsiu Luan Tseng, a
Buddhist nun at a Hawaiian temple
who contributed to the Democratic Na-
tional Committee at the Hsi Lai Tem-
ple event.

And then there is Judy Hsu, Buddhist
nun who contributed at the temple
event.

And then Yumei Yang, Buddhist nun
who contributed at the temple event.

Seow Fong Ooi, Buddhist nun who
contributed at the temple event.

All of these people have written
checks and they have taken the fifth so
they do not have to explain a lot of it.
Now, some will be probably granted im-
munity by the Senate committee or
the House committee.

Jen Chin (Gary) Hsueh gave $2,000 to
the Democratic National Committee,
listed the address as home, owned by
the temple, but does not live there. So
much for home.

Jie Su Hsiao, Buddhist nun who con-
tributed at the temple event.

You can see why so many people fly
to southern California to raise money
for their campaigns in the East or na-
tionally.

Gin F.J. Chen, Democratic National
Committee donor at a fundraiser at
Washington’s Hay Adams Hotel who
may have been reimbursed by Hsi Lai.

Hsin Chen Shih, Democratic National
Committee donor at a fundraiser at
Washington’s Hay Adams Hotel who
may have been reimbursed by Hsi Lai.

Bin Yueh Jeng, Taiwanese national
who, at John Huang’s urging, gave
$5,000 to the Democratic National Com-
mittee.

Hsiu Chu Lin, employee of Hsi Lai,
who gave the Democratic National
Committee $1,500.

Chi Rung Wang, a California man
who gave Democratic National Com-
mittee $5,000 at the temple fundraiser.

Nolanda Hill, business partner of the
late Secretary of Commerce Ron
Brown.

Yogesh Ghandi, while receiving
$500,000 in wire transfers from a Japa-
nese bank, contributed $325,000 to the
Democratic National Committee. Of
course, we would like to know what
happened to the other $175,000. He has
taken the fifth, as have all these.

Jane Dewi Tahir, college student, re-
lated by marriage to the Riadys, who
received $200,000 in wires from the
LippoBank and gave $30,000 to the
Democratic National Committee. Well,
what happened to the other $170,000?
We would be curious about that also.

And then Duangnet Kronenberg, sis-
ter-in-law of Pauline Kanchanalak, one
of those that has fled back to south
Asia, Taiwan area, attended a coffee at
Vice President GORE’s residence.

Maria Mapili, employed by Trie, fa-
miliar with the wires that he received
from Ng Lap Seng.

Jou Sheng gave the Democratic Na-
tional Committee $8,000, listing a May-
wood, CA, Buddhist temple as his home
address, but he does not live there.

Maria Mapili, employee at the
Daihatsu International Trading Co.,
which is owned by Charlie Trie. Mapili
reportedly has detailed knowledge of
Trie’s financial transactions.

Keshi Zhan, a welfare department
employee who served as hostess for
Trie’s fundraisers, gave $15,000 to the
Democratic National Committee. She
has received immunity from the Sen-
ate.

Suh Jen Wu, abbess of the Hsi Lai
Temple in Hacienda Heights, CA, im-
munized by the Senate committee. So
they will not be able to take the fifth
after that since they are immune from
prosecution.

What we are after is the truth and
the facts and, of course, as was noted
by a speaker earlier this afternoon, we
have a tremendous number of cases of
amnesia, where people say I cannot
recollect.

The gentleman from Florida [Mr.
SCARBOROUGH] who made that point,
and I have made it on other occasions,
we are very worried, of course, as many
are, about the Washington, DC, water
supply. With all the metallic aspects
that are in that supply since the Civil
War, and the distribution system has

not completely been renewed, we are
worried that people that have any con-
tact here just seem to have a great
backup of amnesia and lack of recollec-
tions on some of the simplest things;
like did you bring the half a million
dollars hither or yon?

Now, maybe you would forget what
you did with a dollar, maybe you would
forget where your purse or wallet is,
but I do not think you would forget
where a half million dollars are. So we
face some interesting situations there.

Now, the abbess of the Hsi Lai Tem-
ple in Hacienda Heights, as I say, was
immunized by the Senate.

Man Ho, the Buddhist nun at the
temple who gave the Democratic Na-
tional Committee $5,000 has been im-
munized by the Senate.

Yi Chu, Buddhist nun at the temple
who gave the Democratic National
Committee $5,000 also has been immu-
nized, and you saw some of that testi-
mony when it occurred a few weeks
ago.

Siuw Moi Lian, Buddhist nun at the
temple who gave the Democratic Na-
tional Committee $5,000 and was reim-
bursed by the temple, has been immu-
nized by the Senate, as has been Man
Ya Shih, the Buddhist nun in Texas af-
filiated with the temple.

And another one immunized by the
Senate was Hueitsan Huang, Buddhist
nun at the temple who gave $5,000 to
the Democratic National Committee.

Then Yue Chu, the wife of Ming
Chen, reimbursed for contribution to
the Democratic National Committee at
the temple fundraiser by money from a
joint Ng-Trie account also immunized
by the Senate.

Now, Xi Ping Wang, Ming Chen’s
cousin, reimbursed for contribution to
the Democratic National Committee at
the temple fundraiser by money from
the joint account in which Trie was in-
volved, immunized by the Senate.

And that takes care of most of the 36
House and Senate witnesses. There was
some overlap. And now where in the
world are the committees key wit-
nesses?

Well, I think America was exposed to
the testimony of Roger Tamraz, who
was detained in Georgia, and that is
Georgia, the former portion of the So-
viet Union, now Russia, an independ-
ent, who was interested in building a
pipeline. And he testified honestly, ev-
erywhere people asked him the ques-
tion, either the Senate committee,
where he had taken the oath, or news
reports, TV programs, all the rest, he
said sure I paid hundreds of thousands
of dollars. I wanted to see the Presi-
dent. And he did. He had a chance to
tell the President about the glories of
his pipeline because a few hundred
thousand dollars gave him access.

Now, a very courageous woman on
the President’s national security staff
said the President should not see some-
one like that who was in flight and so
forth and various other charges.

b 1600
That is when somebody in the White

House called Bob at CIA and said, you
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know, can you help us get him into the
White House? Now this is unheard of.
This is the 50th anniversary of the
Central Intelligence Agency. President
Nixon tried to politicize it to save his
White House where they ill-served the
President, just as the current Presi-
dent is being ill-served by many of his
friends. That often happens. It is no ex-
cuse. But we have got to watch our
friends more than our enemies.

So what happens? The professional in
the National Security Council gets
overruled, and with whoever Bob is,
maybe he works for the Democratic
National Committee, the CIA, I do not
know, but the fact is he admitted that
he paid even more to see the President.
Business is business. Whether he can
take a tax deduction I do not know,
but not under our laws.

Now Charlie Trie, of course we men-
tioned him a number of times. That is
one Mr. Brokaw could find, but nobody
else seems to be able to find. And Web-
ster Hubbell, we know about him, one
of the most powerful people in the
Clinton administration. John Huang
living in California, He is all over the
place. Mark Middleton, a key Clinton
aide, he is living in Washington, DC,
and took the fifth. Then we have people
living in Hong Kong; the Lippo Group;
the Riadys living in Indonesia; and
Pauline Kanchanalak living in Thai-
land.

Now where does this all get us in
terms of the investigation and in terms
of the various witnesses? Where it gets
us is this: We have talked about the
recollection problem in this town, and
a lot of people have accused various
Presidents in press conferences over
the years of not being able to recollect.
But now we have just sort of a plague
on our hands, not as bad as the bubonic
plague of the Middle Ages, but cer-
tainly bad for good government and
bad for civility and bad for obeying the
laws, because they just brazenly seem
to have broken every law on campaign
finance, some of which have been on
the books a century, some from this
century. And they just say, gee, I do
not know, you know. Gosh, I just can-
not remember.

And then, mysteriously, the papers
they cannot find, they show up in pre-
vious investigations, either in the resi-
dence part of the White House, down-
stairs in some of the offices, and it is
like Peter Pan to sort of flit his or her
way, as the case may be, in this age
through the residence, through the
White House, and drops little impor-
tant papers everywhere or hides little
important papers so we do not find
them for months.

And when our subpoenas go down for
all the papers related to the White
House, counsel now for 5 years has sim-
ply stiffed us. They say, ‘‘We do not
have to answer to Congress. We are
above the law. You cannot have it. It is
executive privilege.’’

And when we followed them down
each little rat hole that they are
claiming it is executive privilege, as

they did in Travelgate, Filegate, and
all the rest that this committee has in-
vestigated, we find that the only thing
that gets a reaction out of them is
when we say, OK, you have held us off
for about 5 months when the papers are
right under your desk, right under your
nose, and we will just have to get a
contempt of Congress citation, which
does carry criminal penalties. And so,
that resolution starts moving.

Finally, at 8 o’clock at night, guess
what? Boxes of paper appear, and we
find interesting little things like ‘‘Call
Bob at CIA.’’ So maybe they have not
burned all the papers. We will be talk-
ing about other Cabinet officers down
the line that have burned various pa-
pers not relevant to this investigation,
but relevant to another investigation
which will be underway.

And so, we have the recollection
problem. And whether we can develop a
pill in time and put in a couple million
maybe in the budget for the National
Institutes of Health to help us on recol-
lection, and we can give all these peo-
ple recollection pills, and they seem to
just fade away until the heat is off.

Now, is there obstruction of justice
in this case? You bet there is. How high
does that go in the administration? We
are not sure at this point, but it goes
very high. It goes very high because
this kind of a conspiracy to raise mil-
lions of dollars of money illegally in
violation of every single law of the
United States that relates to campaign
finance, they say, ‘‘Oh, well, everybody
does it.’’ That is a lie. And we do not
need to take the oath to make that
statement. That is a lie.

Most Members in this House, most
Members in the Senate of the United
States, they conform to the laws of the
land when it comes to campaign fi-
nance because they know if they vio-
late those laws, it is an issue for their
opponent, and most people will want to
do the right thing.

But the White House line is, ‘‘Oh, ev-
erybody does it. We should pass some
laws to do something about it.’’ We
have got the laws. We do not need to
pass new laws that say aliens cannot
give money in American political cam-
paigns. We do not need to pass new
laws that say, hey, we cannot use the
telephone in a Federal office to make
political calls for money raising, we
have got to go somewhere else; like use
your home, use your credit card at
home, et cetera.

Now that little spin, which the White
House publicists, which must take up
half the White House now to explain
away all these things, but I want to
congratulate the American press. The
major exposés so far, the House has not
begun its hearings, the Senate has, it is
doing a good job, the major exposés
have been delivered by the print media
in this country, the Washington Post,
the Los Angeles Times, the New York
Times, the Wall Street Journal, the
Washington Times. When the Pulitzers
are handed out this year, if they do not
go to a number of those papers, then I

do not have much confidence in the
judges that run the Pulitzer Prize.

The L.A. Times months ago put to-
gether an investigative team of people
that did know what they were talking
about when it came to campaign fi-
nance money. They were experts on
going through the Federal Election
Commission’s records, and they have
written a number of stories that are
worth reading and will be sort of the
example of fine journalism in every
journalism classroom in America.

So what we need, of course, in this
case that we do not have and that we
did have when President Nixon’s ad-
ministration was under examination,
what we had was a tough Federal dis-
trict judge, known as Judge Sirica; and
he threatened to put the whole bunch
of, quote, plumbers that had gone into
the Democratic National Committee,
put them in jail, prison. Well, that
softened up a few, and people started
talking. And when John Dean was fear-
ful, the White House counsel at that
time, of going to prison, he talked.

Now, it would be wonderful if the
recollection pill could be given to the
series of White House counsels. No
White House in this century has had a
turnover of White House counsels like
this White House. It is just one a year.
Now are they just overworked? Are
they worn out? Or maybe they do not
like what they see and they are tired of
defending it.

There are some very distinguished
people that have been in that job. But
they ought to start cooperating with
Congress and obeying the oath one
takes in the courtroom and the oath
one takes before investigating commit-
tees of the House so we can get at the
truth of the matter.

Now, we tried that on Travelgate,
and we found it all out. We tried it on
Filegate, and we still do not have an-
swers to some things. Why? Because
some of their friends up here said,
‘‘Hey, you do not have to answer
them.’’ We started on that when we
were in the minority. They said,
‘‘Yeah, you do not have to answer to
them. Do not worry about it.’’

When we were in the majority, we
could hold the hearings and get the
truth, and we did. And the jury in-
volved in accusing people that should
never have been accused of misdeeds
cleared them, but at a personal expense
to their own human relations, with all
their friends, their family, the tremen-
dous tension you are under when you
are falsely accused, as the people in the
White House Travel Office were.

And they had one lucky break. They
worked for the press of the United
States. Those people that covered the
White House knew these were good peo-
ple. And when they were thrown out of
their jobs, hauled off and flattened in a
station wagon one day, and political
appointees and relatives of the Presi-
dent were put in charge, the press
knew something was rotten here. And
when we became the majority, we
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could follow it up. Mr. Clinger, the
then chairman of what was known as
Government Operations, he was right.
Nobody would listen to him, but he was
right. And he was proved right, and the
court proved him right.

So what we need is a few people that
will not do their duties as citizens to
start talking and not all of them, 36 of
them, taking the fifth amendment.
They have a right to take the fifth.
Jimmy Hoffa took the fifth. There is a
long line of distinguished people that
have taken the fifth before congres-
sional committees. But I think what
we need are some tough Federal judges.

Now the question is, special counsel.
A lot of us have written the Attorney
General over the last few months to
say, why do you not appoint a special
counsel to look into this, to use the
subpoena power, to bring people before
a grand jury, to immunize some of
them so they will talk and you can
trace the conspiracy as far up the hier-
archy as it ought to go, and it goes
very high, and then bring the appro-
priate charges?

And, of course, the Attorney General,
for whom I have very high respect, and
I had met her 10 years before she be-
came Attorney General, and when she
came to this town and there was a din-
ner and the President would show up
and she would show up, she would get
more applause than anybody in the
room because we had great respect for
her integrity.

Now, most people have read a car-
toon or two that shows the Attorney
General sort of like see no evil, hear no
evil, gee, I do not see any evidence out
there. Now they are talking about,
well, let us have a special counsel.
Well, now the suspicion would be if we
have a special counsel, maybe it is de-
signed to shut us up on the House side
as we are about to begin our investiga-
tion, because generally there is some
cooperation between Congress and a
special counsel, where we do not want
the person to have revealed the situa-
tion under our particular procedures
because we might want to immunize
them to get them to do that, and
maybe the special counsel does not
think that is a very good strategy. If
we can get someone to talk in the room
with a grand jury, we can get some-
thing done and get at the truth here.

So there is a lot of unanswered ques-
tions. When our investigation starts
under the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
BURTON], the chairman, we will get
some answers to those questions be-
cause we have already immunized a few
more witnesses that the Senate had
not immunized, and we will be working
on this diligently, because this country
needs reassurance that the campaign
finance laws of the United States will
be obeyed, and there will not be a con-
spiracy going to the highest level of
the administration to raise millions of
dollars specifically outside the laws of
the United States, particularly in Pres-
idential campaigns.

Now, a lot of people say, oh, well no-
body cares about campaign finance re-

form. I have heard that for years. I
have been interested in this subject for
3 decades, and I have tried to do some-
thing about it as an elected Member of
Congress. I tried to do something about
it when I was a professor of political
science. And the fact is, people do care.

That is why Mr. Perot rose to promi-
nence in 1992. He had the right issue.
That was campaign finance and how
campaigns are conducted in America.
People can just simply try to buy the
seat. I was faced with a person that
spent $1.2 million to my $400,000. I am
outraged that I have got to raise
$400,000.

Fortunately, I have got a good group
of volunteers and they raise it, but we
should not have to go through that un-
limited bet where several million dol-
lars are thrown at you. One person who
was a Republican spent $29 million to
seek the Senate seat in the State of
California. His opponent, also a mil-
lionaire, probably spent about $9 mil-
lion of her and her husband’s own
money.

But we do not need to turn this Na-
tion over to plutocracy. We need to put
the lid on campaign finance. What is
stopping us here is a decision of the Su-
preme Court of the United States,
known as Buckley versus Valeo. I
think that Court ought to rethink that
decision.

When I came here as a freshman in
1993, I got a bipartisan group of Demo-
crats and Republicans to sign on to a
proposed constitutional amendment
which would permit the Congress to
overthrow that kind of decision be-
cause they claimed that when you
limit money in campaigns, you are
limiting free speech. That is utter non-
sense. All due respect to the nine jus-
tices of the Supreme Court, but that
was a decision made over 20 years ago.

Let us pass the McCain–Shays-
Meehan-Feingold bill, which started
debate today in the Senate and, hope-
fully, will come over here next week.
Let us pass a bill that gets at disclo-
sure, deals with the soft-money scan-
dals, and we have had them in both
parties where political committees in
the State get a lot of money from big
donors like Charles Keating. You will
remember him from the savings and
loan debacle. Well, Mr. Keating gave
$800,000 to the Democratic Party at the
request of Senator Scranton, who was a
very distinguished Senator in Califor-
nia and has served the people as hard
as he could. He made one major mis-
take in that area, and that was getting
the money for the Democratic Party in
California, legal though it was, and put
his son in charge of it. I would say that
is a little bit of a conflict of interest.

But that kind of money gets access
for a lot of people. We have got to stop
that, and we have got to close that.
That is why Mr. Perot got a lot of at-
tention in 1992 and why politicians
take their polls instead of doing the
right thing, which you do not need a
poll to do, and they say, well, gee, peo-
ple do not seem to care that much
about campaign finance.

b 1615
I think our hearings, if the networks

ever broadcast them, my colleagues
will notice there is sort of a black out
in America’s television. They do not
care too much about their public inter-
est responsibility, except for Mr.
Brokaw, who has done some very good
stories on money and politics, and I
would like to see the other networks
match NBC. They should try.

And then we see people on weekly
talk shows that say, oh well, they all
do it. Well, that got my wife so irri-
tated that she wrote a long letter to
one of them last week, and she had
never written a politician or a journal-
ist in her life, and that is because she
was outraged by that comment. That is
the White House line, oh, they all do it
and we have got to reform it. Hey, help
us reform it. Years ago when we tried,
and yet this Chamber, the Committee
on Rules when it was under the control
of the Democrats refused to give us a
vote on the compromise bill put to-
gether by 5 Democrats and 5 Repub-
licans, 10 in all.

The gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
BEILENSON] and myself, neither one of
us take political action committee
money. We are from California. The
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON], now chairman of the Committee
on Appropriations, was the head of
this. Mr. Synar, the very respected sub-
committee chairman on Commerce,
Democrat from Oklahoma. We put to-
gether a bill that would have passed,
but they knew they could beat the Re-
publican bill, which said let us get rid
of political action committee money.

And I regret to say some of my col-
leagues in my party seem to love some
PACs because they found out why the
Democrats have stayed here for 40
years; they just pick up the PAC
money every quarter by $5,000 a clip
from a particular—during their elec-
tion cycle from some of these commit-
tees.

Now they say, oh, we are not trying
to influence the Congressmen, we just
sort of want access. Now I have never
known anybody that gives away $5,000
bucks or $100,000 that is just talking
about access. They want their vote,
and those of us that do not take PAC
money, every night when we walk out
of here at weird hours after signing the
constituent mail, we all feel happy
that we do not take PAC money. It is
legal, we can do it, but a lot of people
would love to get rid of PACs. I do not
think we have the votes to do it this
year, but an overwhelming number in
this body want to get rid of soft
money.

And what we need to do is let us put
everybody to the test, and if the
McCain-Feingold bill, MCCAIN being a
Republican Senator from Arizona,
FEINGOLD being the Democratic Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, if that bill will
pass the Senate, and majority leader
LOTT has scheduled that for today,
Monday and Tuesday, and can come
over to the House, we can have an up-
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or-down vote on that measure, and if
we are permitted to amend it, we got a
lot of other good ideas, too.

The gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. PRICE] Democrat, myself, Repub-
lican from California, have a bill called
stand by your ad. That is to get at one
of the uglier aspects of American poli-
tics, which is the negative campaign
that is dumped on a lot of candidates
in both parties by some in the other
party, and that is saying usually twist-
ed information, most of which is not
true. I have had that happen to me. I
had somebody dump $200,000 worth of
mail in the last 3 days of my campaign
last year.

Some of my colleagues have had mil-
lion dollar campaigns against them
that have run for 6 months, and there
is no disclosure. And we are determined
that everybody that gets into Amer-
ican politics and is going to have ads
and try to do someone in, let us get
disclosure. Who pays your bills? How
much did they give? We have to do that
when we receive campaign money up to
$1,000 in the primary and $1,000 in the
general. The people have a right to
know.

Well, with Mr. PRICE’s bill that I am
a cosponsor with him, and the idea
came from the North Carolina legisla-
ture, on negative campaigns a can-
didate would have to spend 10 percent
of that mailer or that TV ad with their
mug looking at the voter and saying,
‘‘I am so-and-so, this is the film or vid-
eotape that I am going to tell you my
opponent’s record.’’ Now if they had to
say that, I do not use negative active
campaigns, so I do not worry about it,
but if they had to say it, maybe they
would clean up their act that political
consultants talk them into.

Now the American people say, ‘‘Oh, I
hate negative campaigns,’’ but the con-
sultant goes around in both parties and
says, ‘‘Oh, but you have to do it if you
want to be elected.’’ You do not have
to do it. You need to educate your con-
stituency that you want civil dis-
course, not this false charge. Like
every Democrat I know seems to run
against a Republican and say we cut
Social Security. That is nonsense; we
never cut Social Security. The Vice
President one day got on Meet The
Press, some very distinguished com-
mentators were on it, and they did not
call him on it. Well, I knew the minute
he said it he was dead wrong, and the
question was, was he lying or what? He
said no Republican voted for Social Se-
curity in the 1930’s. It is nonsense.
House voted 75 percent, Republicans
voted for social security; another one,
80 percent.

So I sent a letter to the hundred top
journalists in town, that if the Vice
President ever says that again, here
are the facts, and they come from the
Congressional Research Service, our bi-
partisan research arm.

So there are things we need to clean
up without question, negative cam-
paigns, soft money, disclosure. We also
need to clean up who is an American

citizen eligible to vote and who is not.
And we have a bill in on that which is,
if the registrar wants to check their
rolls, they could have access to the So-
cial Security information. Since 1982
Social Security has kept the citizen-
ship status of individuals. And if they
cannot get the proof there, they can
access the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service roles and they can
find out if the person has been legally
naturalized. Obviously there are other
ways to prove citizenship, affidavits
from people who have known you in
the community for 30 years, knew
when you were born, family bible, all
that. But we need help in this situation
where some of the laws have been
passed so they cannot purge people
from the election rolls when they do
not vote in four elections.

And that leads to real mischief when
they do not clean up those rolls. If you
are not going to be a citizen, a good
citizen and go to the polls for four elec-
tions; in California it used to be if you
just did it for 2, you would have to re-
register, and that means you ought to
be going doing your duty and the civic
responsibility as an American citizen.

So there are a lot of proposals a lot
of good people have dealing with tele-
vision time to be made available so
people can see the debate.

Now the television stations get very
upset; that is tough. The fact is they
are using the air waves licensed by the
Federal Government and they can cer-
tainly contribute some time, as the
chairman of our Committee on Com-
merce has advocated this for years.
The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BLI-
LEY] put a bill in in 1993, and he still
believes in it, and perhaps that discus-
sion will come to the floor.

So we need to do some things just in
general in campaign finance, and that
is the things that are changing existing
laws. But with these investigations
what we are dealing with are violations
of existing laws, not changes. We are
dealing with the fact that the laws of
the United States have been shredded
in the 1996 campaign and the attitude
was something of the Wild West, and
since I am a westerner I recall that.
What did we do west of the Pecos?
There was no law. Maybe one tough
judge here and their, and that is what
we need in this case, and we need to get
the evidence out and we need to get a
few of these people to start talking,
and when we do that American politics
will be better off and American govern-
ment will be better off.
f

OMITTED FROM THE CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD OF WEDNES-
DAY, SEPTEMBER 17, 1997

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED
Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee

on House oversight, reported that that
committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 63. To designate the reservoir created
by Trinity Dam in the Central Valley
project, California, as ‘‘Trinity Lake’’; and

H.R. 2016. Making appropriations for mili-
tary construction, family housing, and base
realignment and closure for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1998, and for other purposes.

f

CORRECTION OF THE CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD OF THURSDAY,
SEPTEMBER 25, 1997

Correction of the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD of Thursday, September 25,
1997: On page H7893, the corrected ver-
sion of the Rogers amendment is as fol-
lows:

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROGERS

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ROGERS:
Page 51, line 5, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(increased by $1,500,000)’’.
Page 51, line 11, after the second dollar

amount insert ‘‘(increased by $1,500,000)’’.
Page 51, line 14, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(increased by $1,500,000)’’.
Page 51, line 16, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(increased by $4,000,000)’’.
Page 51, line 23, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(reduced by $2,500,000)’’.
At the end of the bill, insert after the last

section (preceding the short title) the follow-
ing new section:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to issue or renew a
fishing permit or authorization for any fish-
ing vessel of the United States greater than
165 feet in length or greater than 3,000 horse-
power, as specified in the permit application
required under part 648.4(a)(5) of title 50,
Code of Federal Regulations, and the author-
ization required under part 648.8(d)(2) of title
50, Code of Federal Regulations, to engage in
fishing for Atlantic mackerel or herring (or
both) under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (16 U.S.C.
1801 et seq.).

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. REYES (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT), for today, on account of offi-
cial business.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT), for September
23 and the balance of the week, on ac-
count of official business.

Ms. HARMAN (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT), for today, on account of of-
ficial business.

Mr. BARTON of Texas (at the request
of Mr. GEPHARDT), for today, on ac-
count of official business.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT), for today after
11 a.m. And September 29, on account
of official business.

Mr. DICKS (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT), for today, on account of offi-
cial business.

Mr. LAZIO of New York (at the re-
quest of Mr. ARMEY) for today, on ac-
count of illness in the family.
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Mr. QUINN (at the request of Mr.

ARMEY), for today, on account of being
the keynote speaker at Leadership Buf-
falo Class.

Mr. BOYER (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY), for today, on account of fam-
ily reasons.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED
By unanimous consent, permission to

address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DOGGETT) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. DOGGETT, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MILLER of California, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. SNYDER, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at the re-

quest of Mr. MILLER of Florida) to re-
vise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr. PAUL, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington, for 5
minutes, today.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. CUNNINGHAM, for 5 minutes,
today.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. SNYDER, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at her own

request) to revise and extend her re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Ms. WATERS, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. GILMAN, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at their own

request) to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. TIERNEY, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MEEHAN, for 5 minutes, today.
f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
By unanimous consent, permission to

revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. MILLER of Florida) and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. HORN) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. ROTHMAN.
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina.
Mr. MATSUI.
Mr. GILMAN.
Mr. HALL of Texas.
Mr. SANDLIN in two instances.
Mr. SHERMAN.
Mr. KIND.
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.
Mr. WAMP.
Mr. SOUDER.
Mr. VISCLOSKY.
Mr. RADANOVICH.
Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania.
Mr. LANTOS.
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas.
Ms. FURSE.
Mr. PALLONE.
Mr. LIPINSKI.
Mr. ROGAN.
f

SENATE BILL AND CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION REFERRED

A bill and a concurrent resolution of
the Senate of the following titles were
taken from the Speaker’s table and,
under the rule, refereed as follows:

S. 1211. An act to provide permanent au-
thority for the administration of au pair pro-
grams; to the Committee on International
Relations.

S. Con. Res. 11. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the 25th anniversary of the estab-
lishment of the first nutrition program for
the elderly under the Older Americans Act of
1965; to the Committee on Education and the
workforce.

f

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Oversight, reported that that
committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 2266. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1998, and for other
purposes.

f

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Oversight, reported that that
committee did on this day present to
the President, for his approval, a bill of
the House of the following title:

H.R. 2266. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1998, and for other
purposes.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 4 o’clock and 25 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, Sep-
tember 29, 1997, at 10:30 a.m., for morn-
ing hour debates.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from

the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

5175. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Dried Prunes Pro-
duced in California; Increased Assessment
Rate [Docket No. FV97–993–1 FIR] received
September 24, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

5176. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, transmitting the Serv-
ice’s final rule—Importation of Cut Flowers
[Docket No. 95–082–2] received September 25,
1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

5177. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, transmitting the Serv-
ice’s final rule—Importation of Fruits and
Vegetables [Docket No. 96–046–3] received
September 25, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

5178. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, transmitting the Serv-
ice’s final rule—Foreign Potatoes [Docket
No. 97–010–2] received September 25, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

5179. A letter from the Chairman and Chief
Executive Officer, Farm Credit Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Loan Policies and Operations; Defini-
tions; Loan Underwriting (RIN: 3052–AB64)
received September 25, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

5180. A letter from the Chief, Natural Re-
sources Conservation Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Wildlife Habitat In-
centives Program (RIN: 0578–AA21) received
September 26, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

5181. A letter from the Administrator,
Rural Utilities Service, transmitting the
Service’s final rule—Settlement of Debt
Owed by Electric Borrowers (RIN: 0572–AB26)
received September 24, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

5182. A letter from the Administrator,
Rural Utilities Service, transmitting the
Service’s final rule—Rural Telephone Bank
and Telecommunications Program Loan
Policies, Types of Loans, Loan Requirements
(RIN: 0572–AB32) received September 16, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

5183. A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting the Department’s Report
on Improvements to the Joint Manpower
Process, pursuant to Public Law 104—201,
section 509(a) (110 Stat. 2513); to the Commit-
tee on National Security.

5184. A letter from the Managing Director,
Federal Housing Finance Board, transmit-
ting the Board’s final rule—Revision of Fi-
nancing Corporation Operations Regulation
[No. 97–57] (RIN: 3069–AA57) received Septem-
ber 24, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

5185. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting the De-
partment’s second annual report to Congress
summarizing evaluation activities related to
the Comprehensive Community Mental
Health Services for Children with Serious
Emotional Disturbances program, pursuant
to 42 U.S.C. 300X—4(g); to the Committee on
Commerce.

5186. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
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the Department’s final rule—Schedule of
Fees Authorized by 49 U.S.C. 30141; Fee for
Review and Processing of Conformity Cer-
tificates for Nonconforming Vehicles (Na-
tional Highway Traffic Safety Administra-
tion) [Docket No. 97–046; Notice 2] (RIN: 2127–
AG73) received September 25, 1997, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

5187. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—National Emis-
sion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
for Source Categories; National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for
Primary Aluminum Reduction Plants [IL–64–
2–5807; FRL–5898–5] (RIN: 2060–AE76) received
September 25, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

5188. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit-
ting a copy of Transmittal No. 14–97 for U.S.
involvement with Australia in a Project on
MSX Satellite Trials, pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2767(f); to the Committee on International
Relations.

5189. A letter from the Auditor, District of
Columbia, transmitting a copy of a report
entitled ‘‘District’s Purchase of Presidential
Inaugural Tickets,’’ pursuant to D.C. Code
section 47–117(d); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight.

5190. A letter from the Chairman, Merit
Systems Protection Board, transmitting the
report on cases completed by the U.S. Merit
Systems Protection Board in FY 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 1204(a)(3); to the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight.

5191. A letter from the the Chief Adminis-
trative Officer, the U.S. House of Represent-
atives, transmitting the quarterly report of
receipts and expenditures of appropriations
and other funds for the period January 1,
1997, through March 31, 1997 as compiled by
the Chief Administrative Officer, pursuant to
2 U.S.C. 104a; (H. Doc. No. 105–136); to the
Committee on House Oversight and ordered
to be printed.

5192. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Magnuson Act Provisions; Appointment of
Regional Fishery Management Council Mem-
bers [I.D. 032797B] (RIN: 0648–AJ95) received
September 24, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

5193. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Pollock in Statistical Area 620 of
the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No. 961126334–
7025–02; I.D. 091997A] received September 25,
1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Resources.

5194. A letter from the Director, Federal
Bureau of Prisons, transmitting the Bureau’s
final rule—Literacy Program [BOP–1036–I]
(RIN: 1120–AA33) received September 25, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

5195. A letter from the Director, Federal
Bureau of Prisons, transmitting the Bureau’s
final rule—Inmate Discipline and Good Con-
duct Time [BOP–1040–F] (RIN: 1120–AA34) re-
ceived September 25, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

5196. A letter from the Director, Federal
Bureau of Prisons, transmitting the Bureau’s
final rule—Good Conduct Time [BOP–1032–I]
(RIN: 1120–AA62) received September 25, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

5197. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting

the Department’s final rule—Regulated
Navigation Area: Miami, FL (Coast Guard)
[CGD07–97–019] (RIN: 2115–AE84) received
September 25, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5198. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Drawbridge Op-
eration Regulations; Manchester Harbor, MA
(Coast Guard) [CGD01–97–022] (RIN: 2115–
AE47) received September 25, 1997, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

5199. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Special Local
Regulations; Head of the Licking Regatta
Licking River Mile 0.0–3.5, Newport, Ken-
tucky (Coast Guard) [CGD08–97–039] (RIN:
2115–AE46) received September 25, 1997, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastructure.

5200. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Special Local
Regulations; 1997 Galveston Offshore Power-
boat Festival, Galveston, TX (Coast Guard)
[CGD8–97–038] (RIN: 2115–AE46) received Sep-
tember 25, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5201. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Safety Zone
Regulation; Commencement Bay Maritime
Festival Tugboat Races, Commencement
Bay, Tacoma, WA [CGD13–97–027] (RIN: 2115–
AA97) received September 25, 1997, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

5202. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Technical
Amendments; Organizational Changes; Mis-
cellaneous Editorial Changes and Conform-
ing Amendments (Coast Guard) [CGD 97–057]
(RIN: 215–ZZ02) received September 25, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

5203. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Harmonization
with International Safety Standards (Coast
Guard) [CGD 95–028] (RIN: 2115–AF10) re-
ceived September 25, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

5204. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Small Pas-
senger Vessel Inspection and Certification
(Coast Guard) [CGD 85–080] (RIN: 2115–AC22)
received September 25, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

5205. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Regulated
Navigation Area; Egmont Channel, Tampa
Bay, FL (Coast Guard) [COTP Tampa 97–046]
(RIN: 2115–AE84) received September 25, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

5206. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Motor Carrier
Transportation; Technical Amendments
(Federal Highway Administration) (RIN:
2125–AE23) received September 25, 1997, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastructure.

5207. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, Department of
Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Provision of Health Care

to Vietnam Veterans’ Children with Spina
Bifida (RIN: 2900–AI65) received September
25, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

5208. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, Department of
Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Monetary Allowance
Under 38 U.S.C. 1805 for a Child Suffering
from Spina Bifida Who is a Child of a Viet-
nam Veteran (RIN: 2900–AI70) received Sep-
tember 25, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

5209. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, Department of
Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Provision of Vocational
Training and Rehabilitation to Vietnam Vet-
erans’ Children with Spina Bifida (RIN: 2900–
AI72) received September 25, 1997, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

5210. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Last-in, First-out
Inventories [Revenue Ruling 97–42] received
September 25, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

5211. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Available Unit Rule
[TD 8732] (RIN: 1545–AT60) received Septem-
ber 25, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

5212. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Requirements inci-
dent to adoption and use of LIFO inventory
method [Rev. Proc. 97–44] received Septem-
ber 25, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

5213. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Section 42(d)(5) Fed-
eral Grants [TD 8731] (RIN: 1545–AU92) re-
ceived September 25, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

5214. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Branch, U.S. Customs Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Import Restrictions
Imposed on Archaeological Artifacts from
Mali [T.D. 97–80] (RIN: 1515–AC22) received
September 22, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. MCDADE: Committee of Conference.
Conference report on H.R. 2203. A bill mak-
ing appropriations for energy and water de-
velopment for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1998, and for other purposes (Rept.
105–271). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. ARCHER: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 2487. A bill to improve the effec-
tiveness and efficiency of the child support
enforcement program and thereby increase
the financial stability of single parent fami-
lies including those attempting to leave wel-
fare; with an amendment (Rept. 105–272). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce.
H.R. 2165. A bill to extend the deadline under
the Federal Power Act applicable to the con-
struction of FERC Project Number 3862 in
the State of Iowa, and for other purposes
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(Rept. 105–273). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce.
H.R. 1262. A bill to authorize appropriations
for the Securities and Exchange Commission
for fiscal years 1998 and 1999, and for other
purposes (Rept. 105–274). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce.
H.R. 2472. A bill to extend certain programs
under the Energy Policy and Conservation
Act (Rept. 105–275). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. ANDREWS:
H.R. 2562. A bill to promote accuracy in the

determination of amounts of private pension
plan benefits and contributions; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Ms. DUNN of Washington (for her-
self, Mr. TANNER, Mr. WATKINS, Mr.
MATSUI, Mr. WELLER, Mr. KLECZKA,
Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. ENGLISH of
Pennsylvania, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. BARCIA of Michigan,
Mr. STENHOLM, Ms. DANNER, Mr.
NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. MCIN-
TYRE, Mr. HERGER, and Mr. ENSIGN):

H.R. 2563. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to restrict the authority to
examine books and witnesses for purposes of
tax administration; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. HOLDEN (for himself, Mr. BOR-
SKI, Mr. COYNE, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. ENG-
LISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. FATTAH,
Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. FOX of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. GOODLING,
Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr.
KLINK, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. MCHALE,
Mr. MASCARA, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. PE-
TERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. PITTS,
Mr. SHUSTER, and Mr. WELDON of
Pennsylvania):

H.R. 2564. A bill to designate the United
States Post Office located at 450 North Cen-
tre Street in Pottsville, Pennsylvania, as the
‘‘Peter J. McCloskey Postal Facility’’; to the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

By Mr. JONES (for himself, Mrs. CLAY-
TON, Mr. HOYER, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr.
PRICE of North Carolina, Mr.
ETHERIDGE, Mr. BURR of North Caro-
lina, Mr. COBLE, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr.
HEFNER, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. TAYLOR
of North Carolina, and Mr. WATT of
North Carolina):

H.R. 2565. A bill to require the establish-
ment of a research and grant program for the
eradication or control of Pfiesteria piscicida
and other aquatic toxins; to the Committee
on Science, and in addition to the Commit-
tees on Transportation and Infrastructure,
Resources, Commerce, and Agriculture, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. MORELLA:
H.R. 2566. A bill to amend title 5, United

States Code, to expand the class of individ-
uals under the Civil Service Retirement Sys-
tem eligible to elect the option under which
the deposit which is normally required in
connection with a refund previously taken
may instead be made up through an actuari-
ally equivalent annuity reduction; to the

Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

By Mr. SAXTON (for himself, Mr.
SCARBOROUGH, and Mr. CUNNINGHAM):

H.R. 2567. A bill to ensure the equitable
treatment of graduates of the Uniformed
Services University of the Health Sciences of
the Class of 1987; to the Committee on Na-
tional Security.

By Mr. SHIMKUS (for himself, Ms.
MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr.
GUTKNECHT, Mr. EVANS, Mr. HASTERT,
Mr. KLUG, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr.
HULSHOF, Mr. WELLER, Ms. DANNER,
Mr. SKELTON, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. BE-
REUTER, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. NUSSLE,
Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. EWING, Mr.
LEACH, Mr. GANSKE, Mr. BOSWELL,
Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. THUNE, Mr.
LAHOOD, and Mr. STRICKLAND):

H.R. 2568. A bill to amend the Energy Pol-
icy Act of 1992 to take into account newly
developed renewable energy-based fuels and
to equalize alternative fuel vehicle acquisi-
tion incentives to increase the flexibility of
controlled fleet owners and operators, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Commerce.

By Mr. LIVINGSTON:
H.J. Res. 94. Joint resolution making con-

tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year
1998, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

By Mr. BALDACCI:
H. Con. Res. 160. Concurrent resolution di-

recting the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives and the Secretary of the Senate to
compile and make available to the public the
names of candidates for election to the
House of Representatives and the Senate
who agree to conduct campaigns in accord-
ance with a Code of Election Ethics; to the
Committee on House Oversight.

By Mr. LANTOS (for himself, Mr. GIL-
MAN, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
ACKERMAN, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. CARDIN,
Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. FROST, Mr. GEJDENSON,
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Mr. SHERMAN, and Mr. WEXLER):

H. Res. 246. Resolution expressing the sense
of the House denouncing and rejecting a res-
olution adopted by Foreign Ministers of the
Arab League urging the easing of United Na-
tions sanctions against Libya which were
imposed because of Libya’s refusal to surren-
der individuals on its territory who are
wanted in connection with the 1988 terrorist
bombing of Pan Am Flight 103; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

By Mr. BLUMENAUER (for himself,
Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. WEYGAND, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New
York, Mr. FARR of California, Mr.
ALLEN, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. WEXLER, Mr.
LAFALCE, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
FORBES, and Mr. SALMON):

H. Res. 247. Resolution amending the Rules
of the House of Representatives to prohibit
smoking in rooms and corridors leading to
the House floor and in the Rayburn room; to
the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. PALLONE (for himself, Mr.
BROWN of Ohio, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. BE-
REUTER, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. FOX of
Pennsylvania, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida, Mr. HORN, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. BORSKI, Mr.
FILNER, and Mr. SHERMAN):

H. Res. 248. Resolution expressing the sense
of the House of Representatives that India
should be a permanent member of the United
Nations Security Council; to the Committee
on International Relations.

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,
Mr. BLILEY introduced a bill (H.R. 2569)

for the relief of Maria Dos Anjos Pires
Soares; which was referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 51: Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr. BARR of
Georgia, and Mr. BISHOP.

H.R. 306: Mr. WEXLER.
H.R. 598: Mr. ANDREWS and Mr. HEFLEY.
H.R. 631: Mr. MCINTYRE.
H.R. 777: Mr. LUTHER and Mr. MCDERMOTT.
H.R. 900: Mr. BARCIA of Michigan and Mr.

RANGEL.
H.R. 910: Mrs. MALONEY of New York.
H.R. 953: Mr. CALVERT and Mr. LEWIS of

Georgia.
H.R. 955: Mr. QUINN.
H.R. 979: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.

MCKEON, Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington,
Mr. CALVERT, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. THOMP-
SON, Mr. BEREUTER, and Mr. LEWIS of Califor-
nia.

H.R. 983: Mr. TOWNS and Ms. WATERS.
H.R. 991: Mr. STRICKLAND.
H.R. 1025: Mr. MILLER of California.
H.R. 1060: Mr. RILEY.
H.R. 1063: Mr. BLILEY.
H.R. 1114: Mr. MATSUI, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr.

BORSKI, Mr. CLAY, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, and Mr. MURTHA.

H.R. 1126: Mr. SHAYS.
H.R. 1202: Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. FOX of Penn-

sylvania, Mr. TIERNEY, and Mr. ANDREWS.
H.R. 1232: Mr. RUSH and Mr. QUINN.
H.R. 1283: Mr. KASICH and Mr. BONO.
H.R. 1285: Mr. NETHERCUTT and Mr. NEY.
H.R. 1373: Mrs. MALONEY of New York.
H.R. 1411: Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri and

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina.
H.R. 1521: Mr. WALSH and Mr. HASTINGS of

Washington.
H.R. 1534: Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. SANFORD, and

Mr. GORDON.
H.R. 1679: Mr. KANJORSKI.
H.R. 1689: Mr. MCKEON, Mrs. CUBIN, and Mr.

SCHIFF.
H.R. 1788: Mr. THOMPSON.
H.R. 1839: Ms. DELAURO, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr.

KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. FORD, Mr.
BUNNING of Kentucky, and Mr. WELLER.

H.R. 1846: Mr. BURTON of Indiana.
H.R. 1872: Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington.
H.R. 1909: Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. SHAW, Mr.

BILIRAKIS, Mr. DREIER, Mr. MCKEON, Mr.
RADANOVICH, Mr. SALMON, Mr. STUMP, Mr.
JONES, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
LARGENT, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
HASTERT, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. BAKER, Mr.
COOKSEY, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. BOB SCHAFFER,
and Ms. DUNN of Washington.

H.R. 1967: Mr. BRYANT.
H.R. 1984: Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. DAN SCHAEFER of

Colorado, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr.
MCDADE, Mr. ROHRABACHER, and Mr. GORDON.

H.R. 1995: Mr. VENTO, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.
DUNCAN, and Mr. DAVIS of Virginia.

H.R. 2004: Mr. KUCINICH and Mr. TIERNEY.
H.R. 2021: Mr. PAPPAS.
H.R. 2053: Mr. FILNER.
H.R. 2183: Mr. RIGGS.
H.R. 2202: Mr. BASS, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr.

SABO, Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mr.
LOBIONDO, Mr. CONYERS, and Mr. BARCIA of
Michigan.

H.R. 2211: Mr. OWENS.
H.R. 2281: Mr. BONO.
H.R. 2327: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. CUNNINGHAM,

Mr. EWING, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. ADAM SMITH of
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Washington, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. NORWOOD, Mr.
FORD, and Mr. GOODE.

H.R. 2357: Mr. CALVERT and Mr. PETERSON
of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 2358: Ms. PELOSI.
H.R. 2373: Mr. KING of New York, Mr. CAL-

LAHAN, Mr. BACHUS, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
SPENCE, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mrs.
CHENOWETH, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mrs. NORTHUP,
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Mrs. LINDA SMITH
of Washington, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
FOX of Pennsylvania, Mr. CAMP, and Mr.
SHADEGG.

H.R. 2377: Mr. STUMP, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr.
BOUCHER, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.
LAHOOD, Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington,
Mr. CANADY of Florida, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr.
LATHAM, Mr. MCHUGH, Mrs. KENNELLY of
Connecticut, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. FOLEY, and
Mr. CANNON.

H.R. 2397: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania,
Mr. OXLEY, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. BOUCHER, Ms.
WOOLSEY, and Ms. LOFGREN.

H.R. 2438: Mr. CRAPO, Ms. DUNN of Washing-
ton, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr.
RILEY, Mr. HYDE, and Mr. COOKSEY.

H.R. 2462: Mr. ARMEY, Mr. DELAY, Mr.
CONDIT, and Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina.

H.R. 2483: Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr.
WAMP, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. BRYANT, Ms. GRANG-
ER, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. WELDON of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. POMBO, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. BRADY, Ms.
PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. DUNCAN, and
Mr. DAN SCHAEFER of Colorado.

H.R. 2503: Mr. FROST, Mr. WEXLER, Mr.
EVANS, and Mr. FOLEY.

H.R. 2527: Mr. MCNULTY and Mr. JEFFER-
SON.

H. Con. Res. 27: Mr. DEFAZIO and Mr. DIAZ-
BALART.

H. Res. 224: Mr. BONO, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr.
GILMAN, and Mr. PICKERING.

H. Res. 235: Mr. BAKER, Mr. FARR of Cali-
fornia, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. PEASE, Mr.
TIERNEY, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. SMITH of Michi-
gan, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. NADLER, Mr. BENT-
SEN, and Ms. STABENOW.

f

DISCHARGE PETITIONS—
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS

The following Members added their
names to the following discharge peti-
tions:

Petition 15 by Mr. BONILLA on House Res-
olution 466: Duncan Hunter, J. Dennis
Hastert, Mel Hancock, and Jon Christenson.

f

AMENDMENTS
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-

posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 901
OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 28: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to Bea-
ver Creek Biosphere Reserve.’’

H.R. 901
OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 29: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to Big
Thicket Biosphere Reserve.’’

H.R. 901
OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 30: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to Caro-
linian-South Atlantic Biosphere Reserve.’’

H.R. 901
OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 31: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to Cas-
cade Head Biosphere Reserve.’’

H.R. 901
OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 32: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to
Central Gulf Coastal Plain Biosphere Re-
serve.’’

H.R. 901
OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 33: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to
Central Plains Experimental Range Bio-
sphere Reserve.’’

H.R. 901
OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 34: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to
Coram Biosphere Reserve.’’

H.R. 901
OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 35: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to
Desert Experimental Range Biosphere Re-
serve.’’

H.R. 901
OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 36: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to Fra-
ser Experimental Forest Biosphere Reserve.’’

H.R. 901
OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 37: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to
Guanica Commonwealth Forest Biosphere
Reserve.’’

H.R. 901
OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 38: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to Hub-
bard Brook Biosphere Reserve.’’

H.R. 901
OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 39: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to
Jornada Experimental Range Biosphere Re-
serve.’’

H.R. 901
OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 40: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to
Konza Prairie Biosphere Reserve.’’

H.R. 901

OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 41: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to Land
Between the Lakes Biosphere Reserve.’’

H.R. 901

OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 42: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to
Luquillo Experimental Forest Biosphere Re-
serve.’’

H.R. 901

OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 43: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to
Niwot Ridge Biosphere Reserve.’’

H.R. 901

OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 44: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to
Olympic Biosphere Reserve.’’

H.R. 901

OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 45: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to
Organ Pipe Cactus Biosphere Reserve.’’

H.R. 901

OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 46: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to San
Dimas Biosphere Reserve.’’

H.R. 901

OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 47: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to San
Joaquin Biosphere Reserve.’’

H.R. 901

OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 48: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to
Southern Appalachian Biosphere Reserve.’’

H.R. 901

OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 49: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to
Stanislaus-Tuolumne Biosphere Reserve.’’

H.R. 901

OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 50: On page 10 of the bill,
after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to Vir-
ginia Coast Biosphere Reserve.’’
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